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OVERSIGHT  OF  THE  GENERAL  ACCOUNTE^G 

OFFICE 


TUESDAY,  OCTOBER  26,  1993 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  11  a.m.,  in  room  2154, 
Raybum  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  John  Conyers,  Jr.  (chairman 
of  the  committee)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  John  Conyers,  Jr.,  Glenn  English, 
Henry  A.  Waxman,  Mike  Synar,  Stephen  L.  Neal,  Tom  Lantos, 
John  M.  Spratt,  Jr.,  Gary  A.  Condit,  Collin  C.  Peterson,  Karen  L. 
Thurman,  Bobby  L.  Rush,  Carolyn  B.  Maloney,  Marjorie  Margolies- 
Mezvinsky,  Bart  Stupak,  William  F.  dinger,  Jr.,  Al  McCandless,  J. 
Dennis  Hastert,  Christopher  Shays,  Steven  SchifF,  C.  Christopher 
Cox,  Craig  Thomas,  William  H.  Zeliff,  Jr.,  Deborah  Pryce,  John  L. 
Mica,  and  Rob  Portman. 

Also  present:  Julian  Epstein,  staff  director;  Donald  F.  Goldberg, 
deputy  staff  director;  Charles  C.  Wheeler  HI,  chief  investigator; 
Daniel  T.  Mullaney,  professional  staff  member;  Ellen  P.  Rayner, 
chief  clerk;  Frances  C.  Terrell,  staff  assistant;  Matthew  R.  Fletcher, 
minority  staff  director;  and  Monty  Tripp,  minority  professional 
staff. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  CHAIRMAN  CONYERS 

Mr.  Conyers.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

Good  morning.  We  are  having  oversight  hearings  on  the  General 
Accounting  Office.  We  are  here  to  really  talk  about  one  of  Congress' 
most  important  functions — quality  oversight.  It  is  important.  It  is 
the  main  responsibility  for  the  existence  of  the  Government  Oper- 
ations Committee,  and  we  are  delighted  that  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral of  the  General  Accounting  Office  is  with  us. 

There  are  a  number  of  Members  that  have  statements  and  have 
asked  to  testify.  Their  statements  will  be  included  as  part  of  the 
appendix. 

[The  opening  statement  of  Mr.  Conyers  follows:] 
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OPENING  STATEMENT 

OF  THE 

HONORABLE  JOHN  CONYERS,  JR.,  CHAIRMAN 

COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS 

ON 
OVERSIGHT  OF  THE  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE 

October  26,  1993 

Good  morning  ladies  and  gentlemen,  and  welcome  to  the 

Committee  oversight  hearing  on  the  Greneral  Accounting  Office. 


What  we  are  really  here  to  talk  about  today  is  one  of  Congress's 
most  important  functions:   quality  oversight.     We  can  all  beat  our 
chests  about  the  need  for  new  laws  to  protect  taxpayers,  to  cut  back 
on  wasteful  programs,  and  to  crack  down  on  cheats.   But  all  that  is 
unlikely  to  amount  to  a  hiU  of  beans  in  the  absence  of  effective  and 
thorough  oversight. 

At  an  intuitive  and  empirical  level,  we  all  know  that  the 
management  of  the  Federal  Government  has  been  in  a  mess  for  some 
time:   nearly  every  major  agency  has  experienced  serious  program 
breakdowns  and  squandered  untold  millions  of  taxpayer  dollars. 


GAO  has  done  an  outstanding  job  in  responding  to  the  needs  of 
Congress.   With  roughly  5,000  employees,  and  a  budget  of 
$431  million,  GAO  conducts  nearly  1,500  reviews  and  reports  each 
year.   That  does  not  include  scores  of  legal  opinions  and  other  types  of 
information  this  agency  provides  to  Members  and  committees. 

In  my  view,  we  do  not  provide  enough  resources  for  this 
investigative  agency,  even  in  hard  times.  Think  about  it.  This  is  the 
investigative  arm  for  the  co-equal  Legislative  Branch,  attempting  to 
oversee  and  investigate  a  trillion-and-a-half  dollar  Federal  operation 
with  an  inflntesmally  small  relative  budget  of  less  than  3/100  of  one 
percent.  An  operation  of  approximately  5,000  employees  to  oversee 
the  operations  of  several  million. 

And  even  with  such  a  relatively  small  budget,  GAO  has 
discovered  some  of  the  most  signiHcant  problems  in  government  which 
are  wasting  taxpayer  dollars  in  sums  exponentially  higher  than  what 
we  spend  on  GAO. 


It  was  GAO  who  discovered  that  some  of  our  most  prestigious 
universities  and  contractors  were  abusing  tax  dollars  to  buy  rolex 
watches  and  maintain  yachts.   It  was  the  GAO  who  has  told  us  about 
computer  systems  like  those  at  the  Veterans  Department  and  FAA  that 
would  have  wasted  literally  hundreds  of  millions  from  the  public 
treasury.   It  was  the  GAO  that  found  highly  troubling  transactions  in 
the  Pentagon's  C-17  program,  the  audit  backlog  at  the  Departments  of 
Energy  and  Defense,  the  fake  numbers  in  the  space  station  program, 
and  fraud  in  the  entitlement  programs.   And  the  list  goes  on  and  on. 

As  you  would  expect,  there  are  those  that  want  to  "shoot  the 
messenger"  and  curtail  the  agency  so  that  it  can't  tell  us  how  bad 
things  were  really  managed  during  this  past  decade.   There  are  those 
in  agencies  and  elsewhere  that  probably  wouldn't  want  us  to  know 
how  badly  things  are  screwed  up,  and  how  much  we  now  have  to  fix. 
I  say  that  we  can't  do  our  oversight  or  legislative  job  without  that 
information. 


There  are  also  those  who  say  that  GAO  is  biased  because  the 
information  it  provides  in  some  reports  tends  to  support  conclusions 
they  don't  agree  with.    I  say  that's  a  bunch  of  hogwash,  and  that  I 
have  seen  very  few  real  examples  of  that.    For  instance,  some  critics 
point  to  one  GAO  report  which  said  we  could  save  considerable 
administrative  savings  if  we  adopted  a  "single  payer"  healthcare 
system  like  Canada's.   They  say  that  meant  somehow  GAO  was 
"endorsing"  such  a  system.   Nothing  is  further  from  the  truth.   Using 
a  methodology  no  one  has  objected  to,  GAO  only  said  that  some 
administrative  costs  could  be  saved,  and  said  nothing  about  the 
wisdom  of  adopting  such  a  system. 

Some  critics  have  also  said  that  GAO  improperly  maintains 
confidentiality  of  Congressional  requesters  during  an  investigation.   To 
the  extent  that  has  been  a  problem,  it  has  been  addressed  by  internal 
changes  in  GAO. 


Finally,  the  criticism  that  too  many  GAO  "detailees"  are  working 
with  Congressional  committees,  is,  I  believe,  a  "tempest  in  a  teapot." 
Legislative  oversight  resources  are  scarce  and  GAO*s  primary  mission 
is  to  serve  Congress  and  its  needs. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  GAO  doesn't  deserve  some  criticism.   I  am 
concerned  that  hard  recommendations  in  reports  are  watered  down  in 
the  review  process  and  that  reports  take  too  long  to  prepare. 
Sometimes  the  internal  concern  with  having  its  flndings  "above  attack 
on  credibility"  can  make  the  agency  so  cautious  as  to  hamstring  its 
effectiveness. 

This  is  not  the  last  series  of  hearings  that  this  Committee  will 
hold  on  GAO.   This  review  process  is  overdue  and  will  continue. 


Mr.  CoNYERS.  But,  I  would  like  now  to  turn  to  the  ranking  mi- 
nority member,  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania,  Mr.  Bill  dinger. 

Mr.  Clinger.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  admit  at  the  outset  I  am  very  glad  this  day  has  arrived. 
After  an  8-year  hiatus,  the  General  Accounting  Office  is  goin^  to 
be  the  subject  of  a  Committee  on  Government  Operations  hearing. 
I  am  glad  not  because  of  my  desire  certainly  to  rake  GAO  over  the 
coals  or  because  I  want  to  measure  them  for  a  shorter  leash.  I  am 
glad  because  today's  hearing  I  think  is  critical  to  the  credibility  of 
the  GAO  and  the  credibility  of  this  committee. 

If  GAO  is  to  be  respected,  its  work  to  be  valued,  and  its  inves- 
tigations considered  oDJective  and  thorough,  then  the  GAO  must 
undergo  the  same  type  of  scrutiny  that  this  committee  normally  re- 
serves for  the  Department  of  Defense,  Department  of  Energy,  SBA, 
HUD,  or  any  other  Federal  agency  or  department.  In  fact,  it  could 
be  argued  that  because  of  GAO's  unique  role  as  auditor  and  inves- 
tigator, it  should  be  held  to  an  even  higher  standard  and  undergo 
a  greater  degree  of  scrutiny. 

There  is  a  little  selfishness  behind  my  argument  for  a  strenuous 
review  of  the  GAO.  As  the  ranking  Republican,  I  recognize  that  the 
success  of  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations  is  tied  di- 
rectly to  the  success  of  GAO.  In  fact,  without  the  establishment  of 
GAO,  there  might  be  no  Committee  on  Government  Operations. 

When  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act  of  1921  combined  the  six 
auditing  offices  of  the  Treasury  Department  with  the  Office  of  the 
Comptroller  General  to  form  the  General  Accounting  Office,  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations  did  not  even  exist.  Instead, 
there  were  11  committees  on  expenditures  devoted  to  11  different 
executive  departments.  These  11  committees  were  not  necessarily 
beloved.  In  fact,  when  Alvan  Fuller  of  Massachusetts  resigned  from 
the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Interior,  he  said  that  the 
committee  was  the  most  inefficient  and  expensive  barnacle  that 
ever  attached  itself  to  a  ship  of  state. 

That  view  was  aggravated  after  GAO  was  created  because  many 
Members  of  Congress  believed  that  GAO  was  now  looking  out  for 
the  interests  of  Congress  and  that  the  11  committees  on  expendi- 
ture were  unnecessary. 

As  a  result,  on  December  5,  1927,  Congress  abolished  the  11 
committees,  replacing  them  with  a  single  committee,  the  Commit- 
tee on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive  Departments.  Much  of  the 
work  of  the  committee  centered  on  the  work  of  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office. 

In  1952,  as  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  changed  its 
name  to  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations.  Like  its  prede- 
cessor, much  of  the  committee's  work  continues  to  involve  GAO.  In 
addition  to  receiving  and  examining  reports  of  the  Comptroller 
General  and  reporting  on  them  to  the  House,  the  committee  uti- 
lizes the  resources  of  GAO  to  assist  in  meeting  its  oversight  and 
legislative  responsibilities.  That  is  why  it  is  so  important  that  we 
ensure  a  credible  and  objective  GAO. 

We  will  soon  be  hearing  from  both  critics  and  champions  of  GAO. 
I  am  going  to  be  listening  closely  to  both  perspectives.  But  to  the 
critics  I  would  say,  recognize  the  changes  that  have  taken  place 
over  the  past  few  years.  While  GAO's  role  in  undertaking  a  secret 
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October  surprise  investigation  was  truly  a  low  point  for  the  GAO, 
the  fact  is  that  GAO  now  rejects  secret  and  anonymous  requests. 

Spending  more  than  $17  million  over  a  4-year  period  to  pay  for 
detailees  to  congressional  committees  was  counterproductive  and 
remains  indefensible.  Yet,  the  number  of  detailees  has  been  dras- 
tically reduced,  new  procedures  have  been  instituted  which  require 
minority  approval  of  GAO  detailed  personnel,  and  I  believe  we 
have  nearly  solved  the  detailee  problem.  Without  excusing  the 
past,  we  should  all  recognize  those  steps  that  have  been  taken  to 
address  previous  shortcomings. 

To  those  who  are  championing  GAO's  cause,  I  would  urge  that 
you  not  view  every  criticism  of  GAO  as  rooted  in  partisanship.  As 
is  true  in  any  organization,  there  is  room  for  improvement.  There 
are  legitimate  questions  about  GAO's  audit  performance,  about  per- 
sonnel procedures,  and  about  independence. 

If  Congress  is  to  depend  on  GAO  for  an  independent  analysis  of 
Federal  programs,  it  is  legitimate  to  question  the  role  of  GAO  em- 
ployees in  shaping  those  programs  and  in  participating  in  exercises 
like  the  National  Performance  Review.  Refusing  to  recognize  short- 
comings will  ultimately  be  counterproductive  to  GAO,  to  Congress, 
and  to  the  American  taxpayer. 

With  GAO  and  the  Government  Operations  Committee  so  closely 
linked,  it  is  all  the  more  important  that  we  don't  let  another  8 
years  pass  before  the  committee  holds  its  next  oversight  hearing  on 
GAO.  I  would  hope  to  work  with  you  in  an  effort  to  ensure  we  do 
this  on  a  more  regular  basis. 

I  look  forward  to  today's  testimony.  I  want  to  thank  our  House 
and  Senate  colleagues  for  taking  time  out  of  their  schedules  to 
share  with  us  their  thoughts  on  the  performance  of  GAO. 

I  also  want  to  welcome  Comptroller  General  Bowsher  and  thank 
him  for  his  cooperation  with  the  committee  on  this  undertaking. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  CHnger  follows:] 


Statement  of  the 

HONORABLE  WILLIAM  F.  CUNGER,  JR.  (R-PA) 

Ranking  Minority  Member 

Committee  on  Government  Operations 

Oversight  Hearings  on  the  United  States  General  Accounting  Office 

October  26,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman:   I  must  admit  that  I  am  glad  ±at  this  day  has  arrived.  After  an  eight 
year  hiatus,  the  General  Accounting  Office  is  finally  the  subject  of  a  Committee  on 
Government  Operations'  oversight  hearing.   I  am  glad  not  because  of  my  desire  to  rake 
GAO  over  the  coals  or  because  I  want  to  "measure  GAO  for  a  shorter  leash."   I  am  glad 
because  today's  hearing  is  critical  to  the  credibility  of  GAO,  and  to  the  credibility  of  this 
committee. 

If  GAO  is  to  be  respected,  its  work  to  be  valued,  and  its  investigations  considered 
objective  and  thorough,  then  the  GAO  must  imdergo  the  same  type  of  scrutiny  this 
committee  normally  reserves  for  the  Department  of  Defense,  Department  of  Energy, 
Small  Business  Administration,  HUD,  or  any  other  Federal  agency  or  department.   In 
fact,  it  could  be  argued  that  because  of  GAO's  role  as  auditor  and  investigator  it  should 
be  held  to  an  even  higher  standard  and  undergo  an  even  greater  degree  of  scrutiny. 

There  is  a  little  selfishness  behind  my  argument  for  a  strenuous  review  of  GAO.   As  the 
Ranking  Republican,   I  recognize  that  the  success  of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations  is  tied  to  the  success  of  GAO.    In  fact,  without  the  establishment  of  GAO, 
there  might  be  no  Committee  on  Government  Operations. 

When  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act  of  1921  (P.L.  67-13)  combined  the  six  auditing 
offices  of  the  Treasury  Department  with  the  Office  of  the  Comptroller  General  to  form 
the  General  Accounting  Office,  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations  did  not  even 
exist.   Instead,  there  were  eleven  Committees  on  Expenditures  devoted  to  eleven 
different  Executive  departments.  These  eleven  committees  were  not  necessarily  beloved. 
In  fact,  when  Alvan  Fuller  of  Massachusetts  resigned  from  the  Committee  on 
Expenditures  in  the  Interior,  he  said  that  the  committee  was  "the  most  inefficient  and 
expensive  barnacle  that  ever  attached  itself  to  a  ship  of  state." 

That  view  was  aggravated  after  GAO  was  created  because  many  members  of  Congress 
believed  that  GAO  was  now  looking  out  for  the  interests  of  Congress  and  that  the  eleven 
committees  on  expenditure  were  unnecessary. 

As  a  result,  on  December  5,  1927,  Congress  abolished  the  eleven  committees,  replacing 
them  with  a  single  committee,  the  Committee  on  Expenditures  in  the  Executive 
Departments.   Much  of  the  work  of  the  committee  centered  on  the  work  of  the  General 
Accounting  Office. 
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In  1952,  the  committee  changed  its  name  to  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations. 
Like  its  predecessor,  much  of  the  committee's  work  continues  to  involve  GAO.  In 
addition  to  receiving  and  examining  reports  of  the  Comptroller  General  and  reporting  on 
them  to  the  House,  the  Committee  utilizes  the  resources  of  GAO  to  assist  in  meeting  its 
oversight  and  legislative  responsibilities.  That  is  why  it  is  so  in^rtant  that  we  ensure  a 
credible  and  objective  GAO. 

We  will  soon  be  hearing  from  both  critics  and  champions  of  GAO.  I  am  going  to  be 
listening  closely  to  both  perspectives.  But  to  the  critics,  I  would  ask  you  to  recognize  the 
changes  that  have  taken  place  over  the  past  few  years.  While  GAO's  role  in  imdertaking 
a  secret  "October  Surprise"  investigation  was  truly  a  low-point  for  GAO,  the  fact  remains 
that  GAO  now  rejects  secret  and  anonymous  requests.  Spending  more  than  $17  million 
over  a  four-year  period  (FY88-FY91)  to  pay  for  detailees  to  congressional  conmiittees 
was  counterproductive  and  remains  indefensible.   Yet,  the  number  of  detailees  has  been 
drastically  reduced,  new  procedures  have  been  instituted  which  require  minority  approval 
of  GAO  detailed  personnel,  and  I  believe  we  have  nearly  solved  the  detailee  problem. 
Without  excusing  the  past,  we  should  all  recognize  those  steps  that  have  been  taken  to 
address  previous  shortcomings. 

To  those  who  are  championing  GAO's  cause,  I  would  urge  that  you  not  view  every 
criticism  of  GAO  as  rooted  in  partisanship.  As  is  true  in  any  organization,  there  is  room 
for  improvement  There  are  legitimate  questions  about  GAO's  audit  performance,  about 
personnel  procedures,  and  about  independence.   If  Congress  is  to  depend  on  GAO  for 
an  independent  analysis  of  Federal  programs,  it  is  legitimate  to  question  the  role  of 
GAO  employees  in  shaping  those  programs  and  in  participating  in  exercises  like  the 
National  Performance  Review.  Refusing  to  recognize  shortcomings  will  ultimately  be 
counterproductive  to  GAO,  to  Congress  and  to  the  American  taxpayer. 

With  GAO  and  the  Government  Operations  Committee  so  closely  linked,  it  is  all  the 
more  important  that  we  don't  let  another  eight  years  pass  before  the  committee  holds  its 
next  oversight  hearing  on  GAO.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  work  with  you  in  an 
effort  to  ensure  that  this  becomes  an  annual  or  biennial  exercise. 

I  look  forward  to  today's  testimony.  I  want  to  thank  our  House  and  Senate  colleagues 
for  taking  time  out  of  their  busy  schedules  to  share  with  us  their  thoughts  on  the 
performance  of  GAO.   I  also  want  to  welcome  Comptroller  General  Bowsher  and  thank 
him  for  his  cooperation  with  the  committee  in  this  undertaking. 
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Mr.  CONYERS,  Thank  you  for  that  long  but  historical  statement. 

We  are  pleased  to  recognize  Henry  Waxman. 

Mr.  Waxman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  pleased  to  partici- 
pate in  today's  hearing. 

Since  coming  to  Congress  since  1974  I  worked  closely  with  the 
GAO  on  a  number  of  investigations,  both  as  a  junior  Member  and 
in  my  capacity  as  chairman  of  the  Energy  and  Commerce  Commit- 
tee's Subcommittee  on  Health  and  the  Environment. 

The  late  Senator  Sam  Ervin  once  wrote  that  the  Constitution 
and  statutes  give  Congress  a  solemn  duty  to  oversee  the  activities 
of  the  executive  branch.  A  major  part  of  what  our  constituents  ex- 
pect in  Congress  is  rigorous  attention  to  whether  existing  laws  are 
adequately  enforced  and  whether  new  laws  are  needed  to  protect 
the  public  health,  safety,  and  pocketbook. 

A  vigorous  GAO  is  critical  to  the  ability  of  Congress  to  do  its  job. 
While  GAO  is  an  agency  of  the  legislative  branch,  it  is  not  a  par- 
tisan agency.  GAO  performs  a  critical  function  in  helping  Congress 
analyze  executive  branch  programs,  policies,  and  the  enforcement 
of  Federal  law. 

I  know  GAO  has  its  critics.  No  one,  especiallv  Federal  agencies, 
contractors,  or  State  governments,  look  forward  to  an  inquiry  any 
more  than  they  welcome  an  interview  from  Mike  Wallace  or  a  let- 
ter from  you. 

I  have  certainly  not  agreed  with  every  analysis  prepared  by  GAO 
and  do  not  expect  to  in  the  future.  I  do  expect  GAO  to  provide  Con- 
gress with  objective  analysis  by  experience,  dedicated  personnel.  In 
this  regard,  I  have  not  been  disappointed. 

Officials  of  the  Reagan  and  Bush  administrations  shared  a  char- 
acteristic with  those  serving  in  Jimmy  Carter's.  Few  members  of 
the  executive  branch  appreciated  the  contribution  of  GAO  to  more 
efficient  government  until  they  left  office.  No  doubt  there  will  come 
a  time,  if  it  hasn't  already  arrived,  when  Clinton  administration  of- 
ficials will  question  the  usefulness  of  the  GAO. 

GAO  is  an  agency  of  the  Congress,  not  the  executive  branch.  The 
work  of  GAO  has  greatly  enhanced  Congress'  ability  to  perform  its 
oversight  function. 

In  recent  years,  our  subcommittee  has  requested  a  number  of 
GAO  reports  which  have  resulted  in  a  remarkable  record  of  en- 
forcement actions,  or  new  statutes  for  the  protection  of  the  public 
health. 

GAO  investigations  have  been  directly  responsible  for  the  pas- 
sage of  legislation  to  improve  the  safety  and  effectiveness  of  medi- 
cal devices  and  made  allocations  of  Federal  substance  abuse  block 
grant  funds  more  equitable. 

GAO  investigations  have  revealed  administrative  lapses  in  the 
enforcement  of  rules  requiring  the  participation  of  women  in  feder- 
ally funded  clinical  research  trials.  The  inclusion  of  women  in 
health  research  studies  is  now  required  by  Federal  law. 

A  GAO  investigation  of  State  drug  treatment  programs  revealed 
that  pregnant  addicts  were  generally  denied  access  to  treatment 
programs.  Federal  law  now  requires  pregnant  women  be  afforded 
preferential  admission  to  treatment  programs. 

I  look  forward  to  hearing  from  our  witnesses  this  morning  and 
from  the  Comptroller  General  later  in  the  week.  I  stand  ready  to 
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work  with  our  Republican  colleagues  to  address  legitimate  concerns 
about  GAO  policies.  Maintaining  a  strong  and  objective  General 
Accounting  Office  will  enhance  the  effectiveness  of  Congress  and 
the  public  we  serve. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Co^fYERS.  Thank  you  for  an  excellent  but  nevertheless  long 
statement. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman  from  California,  Al  McCand- 
less. 

Mr.  McCandless.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  My  statement  is 
very  long.  I  have  no  statement. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Does  the  gentleman  desire  more  time?  Thank  you 
very  much,  Al. 

The  Chair  recognizes  subcommittee  Chairman  Mike  S3mar  of 
Oklahoma. 

Mr.  Synar.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  revise  and  extend  my  remarks. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Without  objection. 

Mr.  Synar,  As  the  only  Member  of  Congress  to  take  en  GAO  and 
win  in  the  Supreme  Court,  Synar  v.  Bowsher,  I  am  glad  to  be  able 
to  say  that  I  can  still  be  objective  about  this  very  important  issue 
before  us. 

That  said,  let  there  be  no  doubt:  I  am  a  very  strong  supporter 
of  the  General  Accounting  Office.  This  agency  has  provided  those 
of  us  in  Congress  the  opportunity  to  save  literally  billions  of  dollars 
of  taxpayers'  money. 

Let  me  just  give  you  a  few  examples.  Because  of  the  GAO's  work 
for  my  subcommittee,  the  Department  of  Energy  canceled  the  Han- 
ford  B  plant.  Savings  to  the  taxpayers:  $600  million. 

Because  of  GAO's  work  for  us  on  the  new  DOE  tritium  reactor, 
it  was  found  it  was  not  needed.  Savings  to  the  taxpayers:  $3.5  bil- 
lion. 

Because  of  GAO's  work  with  respect  to  underground  testing  at 
the  Waste  Isolation  Pilot  Project  facility,  where  they  found  testing 
was  unnecessarily  expensive,  and  scientifically  insupportable,  the 
DOE  has  revised  those  tests  plans.  Savings  to  the  taixpayers:  $100 
million. 

Because  of  management  reforms  proposed  by  GAO,  we  will  lit- 
erally save  millions,  if  not  billions,  of  taxpayers  money.  On  conces- 
sion contracts  in  the  Department  of  Interior,  and  Forest  Service, 
we  will  reap  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  each  year  by  Federal 
management  improvements,  because  of  GAO.  We  will  have  more 
efficient  energy  management  because  of  GAO  studies,  which  again 
will  save  the  taxpayers  literally  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  the  General  Accounting  Office  has  more 
than  paid  for  its  entire  operation  over  the  last  few  years  just  in  the 
work  that  it  has  done  for  my  subcommittee;  just  my  subcommittee. 
But  the  story  goes  on. 

They  have  worked  on  things  like  the  Federal  civilian  aircraft  op- 
erations and  management  that  costs  us  $750  million  of  taxpayers' 
money  every  year.  They  have  reviewed  Department  of  Defense's 
hazardous  materials  inventory  program,  where  we  could  save  mil- 
lions of  dollars  if  properly  run. 
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They  have  helped  clean  up  the  pathetic  mess  of  EPA's  pesticide 
and  toxic  chemicals  program  by  recommending  improved  manage- 
ment techniques.  They  are  helping  us  undo  the  unforgivable  mis- 
management of  the  BIA.  And  they  are  explaining  to  us  why  we 
have  such  a  sorry  state  of  affairs  in  the  Superfund  progpram.  The 
list  of  what  GAO  is  doing  goes  on  and  on  and  on. 

Regardless  of  where  we  come  down  on  the  issues  today,  and  re- 
gardless of  which  party  occupies  the  White  House,  it  is  essential 
to  guarantee  GAO's  independence,  objectivity,  and  ability  to  serve 
Congress. 

I  look  forward  to  today's  testimony,  as  well  as  Thursday's,  as  a 
way  to  really  put  the  record  straight  about  the  outstanding  work 
that  GAO  does  on  behalf  of  not  only  Congress  but  all  taxpayers. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Synar  follows:! 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  HON.  MIKE  SYNAR  (D-OK) 

Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Environment,  Energy  and  Natural  Resources 

October  26,  1993 

Oversight  Hearing  on  the  General  Accounting  Office 


Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  pleased  to  join  you  today  for  this  important  oversight 
hearing  on  the  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office,  the  investigative  arm  of  Congress. 

It  is  essential  to  this  Committee  in  particular,  to  the  Congress  and  to  the 
taxpayers  that  we  do  everything  possible  to  ensure  that  GAO  has  adequate  resources 
to  carry  out  aggressive  oversight  of  the  executive  branch  --  no  matter  which  party 
occupies  the  White  House.  It  is  just  as  essential  to  ensure  that  the  agency's 
independence,  objectivity  and  ability  to  serve  Congress  are  not  impaired  by 
restrictions  designed  to  address  relatively  modest  procedural  or  administrative 
problems. 

I'm  hopeful  our  hearings  today  and  Thursday  will  help  us  explore  those  kinds 
of  issues,  and  look  for  ways  of  resolving  them  without  substantive  harm  to  GAO's 
independence  and  its  critical  oversight  work. 

It  won't  surprise  anyone  to  hear  that  I  am  a  strong  supporter  of  GAO.  Our 
Subcommittee  on  Environment,  Energy  and  Natural  Resources  is  a  big  user  of  GAO, 
and  for  understandable  reasons:  the  assistance  the  agency  has  provided  us  in 
overseeing  the  executive  branch  has  helped  save  the  taxpayers  billions  --  not  millions, 
billions  --  of  dollars.   Let  me  cite  just  a  few  examples: 

0  As  a  result  of  GAO's  work  for  us,  the  Department  of  Energy  finally 

agreed  to  abandon  plans  for  upgrading  the  Hanford  B-Plant,  since  it 
could  never  meet  modern  environmental  and  safety  standards  without 
waivers  of  federal  law.  CanceUation  of  those  planned 
modifications  saved  the  taxpayers  almost  $600  million. 

0  DOE  cancelled  plans  to  build  a  new  tritium  reactor  after  GAO  found,  in 

work  for  my  Subcommittee  and  Senator  Glenn,  that  the  facility  was  not 
needed  because  of  decreases  in  the  nuclear  weapons  stockpile. 
Elimination  of  that  unnecessary  production  plant  saved  the 
taxpayers  $3.5  billion. 

o  GAO  work  for  my  Subcommittee,  as  well  as  other  independent  reviews, 

repeatedly  found  that  DOE's  planned  underground  testing  of  waste  at 
the  WIPP  facility  was  unnecessarily  expensive  and  scientifically 
insupportable.    Despite  these  repeated  findings,  DOE  pushed  ahead. 
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wasting  scores  of  millions  of  dollars  in  the  process. 

Thankfully,  the  new  leadership  at  DOE  has  seen  the  light:  just  last 
week,  Secretary  O'Leary  announced  that  DOE  was  abandoning 
underground  tests,  and  would  be  conducting  more  economical  and 
technically  superior  laboratory  tests.  DOE  itself  estimates  this 
revised  test  program  will  save  the  taxpayers  more  than  $100 
million. 

GAO  oversight  work  for  my  Subcommittee  and  others  on  DOE 
contractors  revealed  significant  and  costly  mismanagement  and 
accountability  problems,  which  the  Department  ignored  for  decades  but 
has  begun  to  address.  Meaningful  contractor  management  reforms 
at  DOE  will  save  the  taxpayers  billions  of  dollars. 

GAO  has  provided  significant  assistance  to  my  Subcommittee  in 
examining  federal  resource  agencies'  concessions  contracts  and  policies. 
In  fact,  an  inventory  of  these  concession  contracts,  leases  and  permits 
was  the  most  complete  inventory  ever  compiled  -  remarkably,  the 
Interior  Department  and  the  Forest  Service  had  never  maintained  such 
an  inventory.  As  a  result  of  this  ongoing  oversight  work,  the  agencies 
have  been  revising  their  policies  and  contracts,  and  Congress  is  now 
considering  substantial  changes  in  concession  fees  and  contract 
management  practices.  These  long  overdue  reforms,  if  enacted, 
will  reap  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  annually  for  the 
Treasury. 


0  GAO's  work  for  us  on  the  federal  government's  wststefiil  energy  use 
practices  resulted  in  this  Committee  including  provisions  in  the  National 
Energy  Strategy  last  year  to  help  ensure  more  efficient  energy 
management  by  government  agencies.  When  implemented,  those 
mandates  will  save  the  taxpayers  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars. 

1  could  stop  right  there,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  show  that  GAO  has  more  than 
paid  for  its  entire  operations  over  the  past  few  years  just  in  work  thev  have 
performed  for  my  Subcommittee. 

But  these  six  examples  simply  don't  tell  the  whole  story.  The  fact  is  that  their 
work  for  us  covers  a  diverse  range  of  programs  where  we  see  serious  problems 
needing  agency  and  Congressional  attention: 

-abuses  of  the  government's  civilian  aircraft  (operation  and  maintenance  of 
which  costs  the  taxpayers  almost  $750  million  a  year); 

—mismanagement  of  DOD's  hazardous  materials  inventory  program,  which 
wastes  millions  every  year  and  results  in  unnecessary  environmental  problems  for 
the  Department; 
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-the  pathetic  state  of  EPA's  pesticides  and  toxic  chemicals  program; 

--unforgivable  mismanagement  of  BIA's  $2  billion  Indian  Trust  Fund; 

-the  sorry  state  of  EPA's  Superfund  program,  and  serious  EPA  contractor 
oversight  problems;  and 

—lengthy  delays  and  significant  cost  overruns  in  DOD's  chemical  weapons 
destruction  and  local  emergency  preparedness  programs. 

And  the  list  goes  on,  and  on,  and  on. 

As  I  said  at  the  beginning  of  my  remarks,  we  need  to  explore  the  issues  that 
some  Members  have  raised  about  communication  and  coordination,  and  things  of  that 
nature.  But  let  us  not  for  one  moment  lose  sight  of  what  our  real  goal  should  be:  to 
build  upon  GAO's  strengths  and  the  overwhelming  benefits  of  its  work,  and  to  help 
ensure  that  it  can  continue  its  critical  oversight  and  investigative  mission  without 
inappropriate  restrictions  imposed  on  them  for  partisan  political  reasons  or  because 
just  a  handful  -  out  of  thousands  -  of  reports  have  led  to  controversy  over  policy 
questions. 
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Mr.  CONYERS.  Thank  you  very  much,  Chairman  Synar. 

We  are  deHghted  to  have  Senator  Bond  with  us.  We  have  a  few 
more  opening  statements.  I  think  your  presence  here,  Senator,  at 
the  witness  table  will  curtail  the  length  of  time  these  statements 
will  take,  and  everyone  can  put  them  in  the  record  if  they  have  ad- 
ditional comments. 

We  are  delighted  to  recognize  Steve  Schiff  of  New  Mexico  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  SCHIFF.  When  the  General  Accounting  Office  releases  a  re- 
port, it  receives  justifiably  a  great  deal  of  congressional,  public,  and 
news  media  interest  because  of  the  position  the  GAO  holds.  I  think 
it  is  our  obligation  in  this  committee  to  work  with  the  Comptroller 
General  and  other  interested  people  to  make  sure  the  quality  and 
standards  of  those  investigations  and  reports  remains  at  a  very 
high  level. 

So  thank  you  for  calling  this  hearing  today.  I  yield  back. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Steve  Neal,  the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  Neal.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will  be  very  brief. 

I  just  want  to  point  out  that  my  primary  committee  is  the  Com- 
mittee on  Banking  and  Finance,  and  I  think  frankly  we  couldn't 
possibly  begin  to  do  our  job  without  a  strong,  independent  Govern- 
ment Accounting  Office.  They  help  us  in  hundreds  of  cases,  and 
have  over  the  years. 

I  certainly  don't  want  to  claim  that  any  organization  is  perfect 
and  cannot  be  improved.  I  wouldn't  say  that  to  the  GAO.  But  I 
think  by  and  large  they  do  their  almost  impossible  job  extremely 
well,  and  I  commend  them  for  it,  and  I  look  forward  to  these  hear- 
ings, and  if  we  find  ways  of  helping  them  do  it  better,  fine. 

I  also  want  to  say  that  they  have  helped  us  help  our  constituents 
in  hundreds  of  ways.  And  I  appreciate  their  fine  efforts. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Thank  you,  Steve. 

Mr.  Craig  Thomas,  the  gentleman  from  Wyoming. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  sense  your  interest  in 
brevity. 

It  seems  to  me  there  are  some  legitimate  questions  we  need  to 
ask.  One  is,  how  do  you  select  the  topics  that  are  audited,  given 
the  fact  are  there  too  many  topics  for  your  capacity? 

How  do  you  resist  studies  that  are  simply  there  to  legitimize  the 
person  who  has  asked  for  the  studies,  in  most  cases,  the  chairman 
of  a  committee? 

How  do  we  insulate  the  auditor  from  members  and  the  staff  of 
Members? 

How  do  we  make  sure  that  Members  have  an  opportunity  to  see 
the  study  before  the  hearings  occur? 

And  then,  do  we  have  expertise  that  is  involved  in  these  studies? 

These  are  some  of  the  questions  I  think  are  legitimate  and  I  look 
forward  to  hearing  them  from  the  witnesses. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  iThank  you  very  much. 

Subcommittee  Chairman  Collin  Peterson. 

Mr.  Peterson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  commend 
you  for  holding  this  hearing. 

As  a  CPA,  it  is  obvious  I  would  be  biased  in  favor  of  CPAs,  and 
I  think  that  hopefully  what  we  will  find  out  at  this  hearing  is  that 
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if  Congress  and  the  administration  would  listen  more  to  the  GAO 
and  move  on  some  of  their  recommendations  quicker,  we  maybe 
wouldn't  have  some  of  the  problems  we  continue  to  have  in  govern- 
ment. 

Thank  you  for  calling  the  hearing. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Thank  you. 

The  gentlelady  from  Ohio,  Ms.  Pryce. 

Ms.  Pryce.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  commend  you  for  hold- 
ing this  hearing. 

For  the  sake  of  brevity,  I  will  add  my  remarks  to  the  record. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Thank  you  very  much. 

The  gentlelady  from  Florida,  Mrs.  Thurman. 

Mrs.  Thurman.  Obviously  you  can  tell  I  am  a  freshman.  So  I  can 
sav  that  while  I  have  not  had  much  of  an  opportunity  to  work  with 
GAO,  I  have  had  an  opportunity  to  serve  on  the  Joint  Legislative 
Auditing  Committee  in  the  State  of  Florida.  While  I  have  not  al- 
ways agreed  with  them  and  didn't  like  always  what  they  had  to 
say,  I  certainly  respected  their  opinion  and  gave  it  a  great  deal  of 
thought  when  trying  to  put  legislation  together.  I  look  forward  to 
trying  to  work  with  GAO  over  the  next  few  years. 

Mr.  Conyers.  Excuse  me,  Mrs.  Thurman,  my  thought  was  dis- 
tracted because  I  hadn't  recognized  Mr.  Lantos  of  California,  who 
I  will  get  to  right  after  we  reach  the  gentleman  from  Ohio,  Mr. 
Portman. 

Tom  Lantos,  distinguished  former  subcommittee  chairman  from 
California. 

Mr.  Lantos.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  commend  you 
for  holding  the  hearing. 

I  want  to  congratulate  the  distinguished  Comptroller  General  of 
the  United  States,  Charles  A.  Bowsher,  for  doing  an  outstanding 
job,  as  well  as  his  staff. 

Nobody  loves  a  watchdog,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  GAO  functions  as 
an  enormously  effective  and  cost  effective  watchdog  for  the  Amer- 
ican people.  I  think  in  this  body  we  legislate  much  too  much  and 
then  engage  in  far  too  little  oversight,  and  without  the  GAO  our 
oversight  would  be  infinitely  less  professional  and  less  effective. 

I  want  to  salute  the  work  they  have  done  and  I  want  to  thank 
them  in  particular  for  the  enormous  help  they  gave  us  in  our  HUD 
investigation. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Conyers.  Thank  you  very  much. 

The  gentleman  from  Chicago,  Bobby  Rush. 

Mr.  Rush.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  also  commend  you  on 
your  conducting  of  this  particular  hearing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  briefly,  in  myself  you  have  an  unmitigated  fan  for 
the  services  provided  by  the  General  Accounting  Office.  Although 
my  dealings  with  the  General  Accounting  Office  have  not  been  ex- 
tensive, I  nave  been  very  pleased  with  their  response  to  my  inquir- 
ies. 

Just  this  last  May,  Mr.  Chairman,  after  being  in  office  5  months, 
I  asked  the  GAO  to  review  efforts  by  the  Illinois  Regional  Trans- 
portation Authority  to  assess  public  transportation  services  in  a 
portion  of  my  district.  At  the  time,  the  RTA  was  proposing  to  cut 
bus  and  rail  service  to  my  district.  GAO  responded  promptly,  quick- 
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ly,  and  thoroughly  to  my  request.  I  was  very  pleased  with  their  in- 
vestigation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  August  I  received  a  briefing  report  from  GAO 
that  I  would  have  to  describe  as  being  nonpartisan  in  nature.  How- 
ever, it  was  very  thorough  and  I  was  excited  to  get  this  particular 
brienng.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  briefing  report  was  presented  to  me 
and  to  the  residents  of  my  district  by  the  GAO  dealing  with  a  mat- 
ter of  life  and  death  in  terms  of  transportation  in  my  particular 
district. 

Second,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  must  say  this,  that  the  regional  office 
of  GAO  has  an  extraordinary  program  which  I  was  invited  to  par- 
ticipate in  this  past  spring.  They  take  grade  school  children  and 
they  actually  have  these  children  out  doing  investigations  on  dif- 
ferent issues  as  it  relates  to  the  national  agenda.  They  conduct  in- 
vestigations, they  do  research,  and  then  they  have  a  hearing  simi- 
lar to  this  hearing,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  participated  in  that. 

I  just  want  to  give  you  some  of  the  issue  items  that  they  dealt 
with,  these  eighth  grade  children  from  a  school  on  the  southside  of 
the  city  of  Chicago.  They  dealt  with  such  issues  as  bank  fraud, 
homelessness,  railroad  safetv.  This  is  the  kind  of  personnel  and 
staff  the  GAO  has,  and  I  will  tell  you,  the  conduct  and  the  hearing 
that  those  young  students  conducted  was  exemplary,  and,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  know  you  are  a  great  chairman,  they  are  good  com- 
petition for  this  committee. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  If  you  would  forward  their  findings  to  the  commit- 
tee, we  may  have  some  use  for  them.  Thank  you  very  much,  Bobby. 

Mr.  Christopher  Cox  of  California. 

Mr.  Cox.  I  thank  the  chairman.  I  will  submit  a  statement  for  the 
record. 

I  will  say  that  I  am  interested  in  focusing  on  the  size  of  the  GAO. 
It  has  become  since  the  1920's  extraordinarily  large.  Right  now  it 
has  a  budget  21  times  the  size  of  CBO. 

I  am  also  interested  in  focusing  on  the  number  of  reports  pro- 
duced. It  strikes  me  that  the  volume  of  nearly  1,000  reports  in  fis- 
cal 1993  is  so  large  that  usefulness  is  called  into  question. 

I  would  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit  my  entire  state- 
ment for  the  record. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Thank  you.  Without  objection. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Cox  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  HONORABI  J.  rHRTSTOPHER  COX 

COMMTITEE  ON  GOVElW\fENT  OPERATIONS 

CAP  INVESTIGATORY  OVERSIGHT  HEARINQS 

OCTOBER  25.  1903 

Mr.  Chairman: 

I  am  pleased  that,  after  a  hiatus  of  nearly  8  years,  this  Committee  is  finally 
exercising  its  oversight  re^xmsibility  over  the  Genenl  Accountiag  Office. 

It  is  ironic  that  the  Agency  re^xmsible  for  auditing  the  federal  government  has  so 
adeptly  avoided  the  spotli^  of  scrutiny  itself.  Somehow,  somebody  forgot  to  watch  the 
watchdog. 

Created  in  1921  in  order  to  help  monitor  Congrsssiooal  q)eading  and  reduce  waste, 
the  General  Accounting  Office  has  in  recent  years  actually  grown  to  be  a  major  source  of 
deficit  spending.    It  currently  employs  neariy  5,000  persons  (neaily  one-quarter  of  aU 
Legislative  Branch  staff)  and  has  an  annual  budget  exceeding  S430  million  (nearly  one-fifth 
of  total  Legislative  Branch  budget).    In  addition,  it  has  16  regional  offices  overseas  and 
around  the  country. 

GAO's  budget  bis  increased  dramatically  in  the  last  few  years.   It  grew  14%  ($358 
to  $409  million)  from  FY  1990  to  1991,  and  another  8%  (S409  to  $443  million)  from  FY 
1991  to  1992.    And  this  year's  1  %  cut  hardly  signals  a  change  of  direction  for  the  Agency. 
GAG  has  a  budget  twice  the  size  of  the  Library  of  Congress'  budget,  eight  times  the  size  of 
CRS'  budget,  IQ  times  the  size  of  OMB's  budget,  and  21  times  the  size  of  CBO's  budget 
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But  there  is  another  serious  problem  widi  the  GAO:    its  indqwodeoce  has  been 
brought  ioto  questioQ.    As  receotly  as  20  yean  ago,  the  GAO  initiated  most  of  its  own 
studies.   For  instance,  in  1969,  only  10%  of  GAO's  iqxnts  were  in  reqxmse  to 
Congressional  requests.    That  number  grew  to  35%  by  1980,  and  to  57%  by  1985.   Today, 
Congressional  requests  account  for  fiilly  80%  of  GAO's  woildoad.   The  dramatic  increase 
over  the  last  20  years  in  Congressional  drmanris  on  GAO  has  kft  the  agency  with  less  time 
and  fewer  resources  to  ^wad  on  self-initiated  work.   Worse,  many  of  these  same  reports 
appear  to  be  rewritten  to  conform  to  the  wishes  of  powediil  Democrat  Committee  Chairmen. 

Combined  with  the  fact  that  GAO's  staff  has  a  low  turnover  rate,  there  is  good 
reason  to  believe  that  GAO  has-perfaaps  not  through  any  fault  of  its  own— become  an  agency 
staffed  by  career  bureaucrats  and  beholden  to  the  Majority:   a  Democratic  1^  dog  instead  of 
a  Congressional  watchdog. 

The  professionalism  and  indq>endencc  of  the  GAO  is  >*««^iitiai  to  its  credibility  and 
effectiveness. 

0       Even  the  libeial  Washington  Post  recognizes  the  importance  of  maintaining  the 
integrity  and  independence  of  the  GAO:  "But  the  suggestion  that  the  agency  is  less 
than  independent  in  its  i^roach  and  that  its  studies  tih  in  the  direction  of  its 
congressional  masters  is  beard  often  enough  to  warrant  a  closer  loc^..."  0uly  10, 
1991,  edhorial). 

o       What's  more,  Harry  Havens,  fonmeriy  one  of  GAO's  II  assistant  comptroller 
generals,  has  even  publicly  acknowledged  that  GAO's  close  ties  to  Congressional 
Democrats  "could  pose  significant  risks  to  the  credibility"  of  the  watchdog  agency 
(July  30,  1990,  New  York  limfis). 
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o       Democrat  Senator  Hany  Reid,  Chainnan  of  the  Subcommittee  oa  Legislative 

Appropriatioas,  thinks  that  GAO  already  has  a  credibility  gap:    'Maybe  your  work 
isn't  as  good  as  it  used  to  be...  I  rarely  find  anybody  anymore  that  respects  your 
work'    (quoted  in  February  13,  1992,  BfilLCaU)- 

GAO's  handling  of  the  House  Bank  scandal  highlights  just  bow  cozy  the  relationship 
between  the  Congress  and  the  supposedly  indq)endent  GAO  really  has  become.    Prior  to 
1977,  the  GAO  always  cited  spcdfks  in  its  rqxms  on  the  House  Bank  with  regard  to 
overdrafts  and  check-kiting.   All  this  changed  in  1977,  wbeo  GAO  audits  of  the  House  Bank 
became  public.    After  that,  overdrafts  didn't  play  nearly  as  large  a  part  in  the  GAO  reports, 
largely  because  GAO  auditors  were  persuaded  by  Democratic  leaders  to  remove  the 
documentation  in  a  made-to-order  audit 

Another  serious  concern  of  mine  is  that  of  GAO  staffers  who  came  to  Capitol  Hill  to 
augment  the  Democrat  majority-better  known  as  detailees.    Of  1990's  172  detailees,  only 
one  was  approved  for  the  RqMiblicans.    The  Energy  and  Commerce  Committee  alone  had  33 
detailees,  and  the  Committee  on  Govemmem  Operations  had  26  detailees— more  than  the 
Committee's  entire  Minority  staff  of  17  persons.    In  1992,  there  were  196  detailees.    This 
large  number  of  detailees  has  given  the  Majority  a  huge  advantage  in  investigative 
maiqwwer. 

While  the  GAO  has  taken  steps  in  the  past  year  to  improve  this  situation-now,  for 
instance,  the  authorization  of  a  detailee  is  subject  to  the  approval  of  both  Majority  and 
Minority— I  remain  concerned  that  no  concrete  policies  exist  which  would  prevent  a 
resurgence  of  Democrat  detailees  in  the  future. 
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Each  of  these  are  issues  which  musi  be  addressed  if  the  Geaera]  Accounting  Office  is 
to  regain  its  iqMttation  as  the  watchdog  for  the  Congress. 

And,  in  spite  of  these  criticisnis,  some  son  of  broad  auditing  function  is  vital  to 
sound  govenuneat,  and  I  am  hopefiil  that  this  will  be  the  fint  of  a  series  of  hearings 
designed  to  chart  a  new  coune  for  tlie  GAO  in  the  mid-1990s. 

Again,  I  want  to  thank  the  Chairman  for  holding  these  hearings,  and  I  look  forward 
to  the  testimony  to  be  pieseoted  by  our  witnesses  today. 
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Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  dinger,  unanimous  consent? 

Mr.  Clinger.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  following  changes  in  subcommittee  assignments  be  made  effec- 
tive immediately..  Mr.  ZelifF  be  removed  from  the  Commerce  Sub- 
committee and  reassi^ed  to  the  Employment,  Housing,  and  Avia- 
tion Subcommittee  with  designation  of  ranking  minority  member. 

Also,  that  Mr.  Horn  be  removed  from  the  Human  Resources  Sub- 
committee and  reassigned  to  the  Commerce,  Consumer,  and  Mone- 
tary Affairs  Subcommittee.  That  Mr.  Portman  be  assigned  to  the 
Human  Resources  and  Intergovernmental  Relations  Subcommittee. 

These  changes,  Mr.  Chairman,  are  necessitated  by  the  departure 
from  the  committee  of  Mr.  Machtley  and  the  appointment  of  Mr. 
Portman  to  the  committee.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  those  be 
approved. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Without  objection,  so  ordered. 

Is  Chairman  Dingell  in  the  House?  Senator  Bond  has  a  vote  in 
10  minutes  on  the  other  side. 

With  that  approval,  Senator  Bond,  we  are  delighted  that  you 
would  come  over  here  and  join  us  in  this  inquiry.  We  recognize  that 
your  time  is  limited.  We  will  put  your  statement  in  the  record  and 
invite  your  additional  comments.  Welcome  to  Government  Oper- 
ations. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CHRISTOPHER  S.  BOND,  A  U.S.  SENATOR 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  MISSOURI 

Mr.  Bond.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  a  pleasure 
to  be  working  with  you  again.  We  had  some  very  difficult  times  a 
few  years  ago,  but  I  was  most  impressed  by  your  professionalism 
and  capability  in  those  activities.  With  you  and  Mr.  Clinger,  I 
would  like  to  say  that  I  am  also  very  grateful  to  you  for  having  the 
extremely  important  hearings  on  the  GAO. 

As  one  who  has  served  on  the  legislative  branch  Appropriations 
Subcommittee  which  funds  the  GAO,  I  have  had  some  opportunity 
to  raise  questions  and  discuss  how  the  GAO  and  their  policies  £ind 
practices  work,  but  it  doesn't  seem  that  we  have  done  what  you  are 
proposing  to  do,  which  is  extremely  important,  and  that  is  to  have 
a  full-fledged  hearing  on  the  issue  of  is  the  GAO  doing  its  job. 
Thus,  I  am  very  pleased  this  hearing  is  occurring. 

For  the  record,  I  might  tell  you  in  the  early  1970's  I  served  as 
State  auditor  for  the  State  of  Missouri.  The  experiences  I  had  there 
and  the  lessons  I  learned  are  one  of  the  primary  reasons  I  am  here 
today.  I  believe  that  every  government  organization  needs  a  com- 
petent, professional  auditing  team  which  asks  the  tough  questions, 
rattles  the  cages,  and  puts  the  facts  on  the  table.  Are  the  funds 
being  spent  as  directed,  efficiently?  Where  can  improvements  be 
made?  These  are  basic  questions  faced  by  all  auditors,  and  fair,  im- 
partial answers  are  what  is  expected. 

Unfortunately,  I  have  to  tell  you  based  on  my  experience  that  to- 
day's GAO  neither  asks  the  right  questions  nor  always  provides 
fair  and  impartial  answers.  In  fact,  I  think  maybe  the  opposite  is 
the  truth.  Instead  of  looking  for  answers,  I  think  they  are  asking 
for  questions  and  then  asking  what  answers  should  be  preferred. 
That  isn't  what  Congress  needs.  They  don't  need  a  yes  man  as  an 
auditor. 
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I  am  not  in  a  camp  which  beheves  the  GAO  has  become  an  arm 
of  the  majority  party.  I  do  believe  that  GAO  has  become  the  lap 
dog  of  those  whose  services  are  sought.  And  I  believe  that  they  are 
prone  to  put  out  audits  made  as  directed,  coming  to  the  answers 
that  are  specified  or  implied  by  those  asking  the  questions. 

Now,  I  come  to  these  harsh  conclusions  because  of  experiences 
which  began  on  a  report  that  seriously  affected  my  State,  poten- 
tially very  adversely.  I  thought  their  audit  was  unprofessional  and 
incorrect. 

Let  me  be  brief,  but  two  specific  aspects  of  the  first  reports  pro- 
vide the  best  examples  of  what  is  wrong  with  today's  GAO.  The  re- 
port I  refer  to  is  one  which  was  issued  on  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
management  of  the  water  flow  of  the  Missouri  River,  vitally  impor- 
tant to  our  State,  as  this  year  it  was  extremely  important,  but 
every  year  it  is  important  to  us.  The  audit  was  requested  by  up- 
stream States  anxious  to  prove  that  the  corps  was  mismanaging 
water  leases  during  a  drought.  The  same  States  that  were  rep- 
resented by  the  requestors  had  also  filed  a  suit  in  District  Court 
challenging  the  same  things.  So  the  GAO  knowingly  got  in  the  mid- 
dle of  a  lawsuit  over  this  question. 

The  questions  asked  of  the  GAO  were  simple.  No.  1,  determine 
whether  in  1988,  1989,  or  1990,  the  corps  followed  a  drought  con- 
tingency plan  in  operating  the  Missouri  River  reservoir  system  and 
whether  the  plan  produced  water  releases. 

Two,  identify  how  the  corps  set  operating  priorities  for  the  plan. 

Now,  I  must  confess  that  I  was  not  surprised  that  the  final  GAO 
report  concluded  that  the  corps  followed  a  drought  contingency 
plan,  that  they  mismanaged  water  resources,  and  that  upstream 
tourist  industries  were  being  hurt,  because  that  is  what  the 
requestors  wanted  to  prove,  that  is  what  they  were  seeking  in  the 
lawsuit  and  the  audit. 

But  as  my  staff  and  I  investigated  the  report,  I  found  it  claimed 
that  the  corps  was  using  outdated  economic  assumptions  and  be- 
cause of  that,  they  were  not  paying  enough  attention  to  the  eco- 
nomic impact  of  tourism. 

The  GAO  cited  an  early  corps  estimate  that  12  million  tons  of 
commerce  would  be  shipped  on  the  river  and  then  concluded  that 
because  that  figure  had  never  been  reached  the  corps  was  operat- 
ing, using  outdated  assumptions  and  that  tourism  upstream  was 
adversely  affected. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  pursued  this  phantom  12  million  figure,  and 
we  also  pursued  why  tourism  was  mentioned  throughout  the  report 
when  it  was  not  mentioned  in  the  stated  purpose  of  the  report,  and 
the  answers  we  found  leads  to  the  disdain  we  feel  today. 

In  my  efforts  to  track  down  the  claim  of  12  million  tons,  I  asked 
the  GAO  to  provide  us  with  their  rationale,  and  in  their  files  we 
found  a  1985  law  review  article  written  by  the  then  assistant  attor- 
ney general  of  South  Dakota  who  was  at  the  same  time  prosecuting 
the  lawsuit.  That  law  review  article  used  the  figure  footnoting  it 
to  a  series  of  congressional  committee  reports  in  the  mid-1940's. 

The  article  had  been  faxed  to  the  GAO  after  the  report  was  un- 
derway, but  most  interestingly,  backup  documentation  referenced 
as  sources  for  the  article  are  not  in  the  GAO's  files.  Some  commit- 
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tee  reports  referenced  were,  but  those  referring  to  the  phantom  12 
million  figure  were  not. 

This  means,  of  course,  that  the  GAO  simply  took  the  reasoning 
and  conclusions  from  an  upstate  assistant  attorney  general  who 
was  also  pursuing  a  lawsuit  against  the  corps.  They  adopted  it  as 
their  own  and  didn't  even  bother  to  get  the  supporting  documents 
for  their  files. 

And  even  more  outrageous,  we  have  since  learned  that  the  audi- 
tor in  charge  admitted  she  never  read  any  of  the  legislative  history 
that  she  had  in  her  files  anyway. 

Not  surprisingly,  given  the  GAO's  inability  to  admit  mistakes, 
the  National  Journal  article  on  the  GAO  which  just  came  out 
quotes  them  in  response  to  my  criticism  as  saying,  "We  went  back 
and  researched  the  whole  legislative  history,"  from  Dexter  Peach, 
Assistant  Comptroller. 

But  it  doesn't  end  there.  In  a  hearing  before  the  Senate  Appro- 
priations Subcommittee  on  the  legislative  branch,  I  asked  them 
why  they  addressed  upstream  tourism  issues.  They  said  it  was  a 
logical  process  once  they  began  their  work. 

I  specifically  asked  them,  "So  it  was  not  suggested  that  you 
ought  to  concern  yourself  with  recreation?"  They  replied,  "No  one 
directed  us  that  we  look  specifically  at  recreation  versus  navigation 
issues." 

Imagine,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  how  I  felt 
about  the  GAO  when  after  this  exchange  I  was  able  to  obtain  a 
copy  of  the  original  request  for  the  first  time  for  the  study,  and  in 
that  letter  it  said,  "Specifically,  we  would  like  to  know  specifically 
how  recreational  interests  in  North  Dakota  have  been  balanced 
with  downstream  navigational  interests." 

I  hope  I  am  the  only  Member  of  Congress  who  the  GAO  has  lied 
to  in  a  hearing,  but  I  am  not  convinced  that  I  am. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  tell  you  the  results  of  my  investigation 
into  GAO's  handling  of  my  report.  First,  because  GAO  only  uses  in- 
formation in  its  files,  most  of  which  is  given  to  them  by  the 
requestor,  if  you  have  an  interest  in  an  ongoing  study  and  your  in- 
terests are  adverse  to  those  making  the  request,  you  had  better 
provide  the  information  yourself  because  they  won't  go  looking  for 
it  and  you  are  going  to  have  to  take  it  on  yourself  to  try  to  balance 
it  out. 

This  has  meant  whenever  we  find  GAO  is  getting  into  an  area 
of  interest  to  us,  we  try  to  provide  them  all  the  material  that  we 
need  to  make  sure  it  is  balanced.  But  I  don't  believe  that  is  what 
Congress  should  have  in  mind  as  an  independent  watchdog.  Mem- 
bers should  not  have  to  follow  GAO  around  to  make  sure  they  get 
both  sides  of  the  story. 

Second,  having  watched  them  for  the  past  few  years,  seen  them 
up  close  in  several  episodes,  I  have  come  to  the  determination  you 
cannot  trust  their  reports.  There  is  no  way  to  tell  which  reports  are 
fair  and  professional  and  which  are  shoddily  prepared  and  biased. 

If  in  reports  I  really  know  something  about  I  find  that  they  are 
shallow,  inaccurate,  and  unprofessional,  why  should  I  trust  their 
work  in  areas  I  don't  know  about?  This  has  led  to  our  policy  of 
avoiding  using  GAO  reports  as  sources  for  anything,  even  if  they 
agree  with  or  support  our  position. 
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Frankly,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members,  taking  on  the  GAO  is  not 
what  I  came  to  this  body  to  do,  or  this  Senate.  When  I  criticize 
them,  I  always  hear  the  refrain,  "He  didn't  like  the  conclusion  of 
the  report,"  inferring  that  that  means  the  criticism  is  invalid.  So 
how  do  you  fight  this  response?  Is  it  just  sour  grapes? 

Well,  I  inserted  in  the  fiscal  year  1995  legislative  branch  appro- 
priations $1  million  in  order  to  have  an  outside  audit  done  of  the 
GAO's  internal  procedures.  We  need  to  ask,  what  internal  review 
mechanisms  exist?  How  are  technical  issues  handled?  What  types 
of  procedures  are  in  place  to  ensure  independence  fi'om  the 
requestor  and  any  demands  they  may  make?  What  are  the  meas- 
ures for  promotion  and  advancement?  Who  defines  the  scope  of  the 
request,  which  is  the  essential  point  which  gives  the  audit  its 
framework?  Have  any  reports  been  retracted  or  rejected  because 
they  did  not  meet  GAO's  standards?  These  are  but  a  few  of  the 
questions  I  would  like  to  see  investigated  by  an  outside  audit 
group. 

I  hope  the  decision  of  the  Rules  Committee  to  provide  funds  to 
the  Government  Affairs  Committee  to  have  the  National  Academy 
of  Public  Administration  conduct  a  study  will  provide  some  an- 
swers and  guidance.  But  until  then,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you 
very  much  for  holding  this  hearing  and  for  giving  me  an  oppor- 
tunity to  discuss  my  views  of  the  GAG. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Senator  Bond,  there  is  another  side  to  this  story, 
obviously,  and  you  probably  won't  be  here  to  hear  it  because  the 
general  will  come  on  after  the  Members  of  the  Congress.  Could  I 
hold  myself  out  as  an  independent  peacemaker? 

I  can  tell  by  your  tone  and  your  choice  of  words  that  this  is  a 
very  slim  reed  I  am  on  this  morning,  but  couldn't  we  review  this 
matter  after  we  have  had  the  opportunity  that  you  have  to  go  into 
the  kind  of  detail  that  you  have  presented  to  us  today?  Would  you 
be  willing  to  try? 

Mr.  Bond.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  offer  very  much,  and 
I  would  offer,  I  will  have  staff  people  available  immediately  to  go 
over  with  your  staff  any  questions  you  have.  I  would  hope  that 
what  we  have  outlined  would  be  the  way  to  resolve  it;  an  independ- 
ent agency  with  competence  in  public  administration  to  take  a  look 
at  the  way  the  GAO  is  doing  its  business,  if  for  no  other  reason 
than  just  the  passage  of  time. 

I  would  think  that  an  independent  review  by  a  competent,  impar- 
tial body  could  provide  this  committee  and  the  entire  Congress 
with  constructive  suggestions.  I  believe  we  need  a  GAO,  but  I 
would  like  to  see  a  GAO  that  has  work  that  you  can  rely  on  and 
is  not  like  Alice's  Restaurant,  where  you  can  get  anything  you  want 
by  requesting  an  audit. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  I  feel  a  little  bit  better,  because  we  mutually  agree 
that  a  GAO  is  needed  and  is  necessary.  Let's  continue  to  work.  I 
have  got  a  pretty  independent  group  here  comprised  of  Democratic 
and  Republican  staff  members,  and  I  want  us  to  take  a  look  before 
we  toss  it  to  the  private  sector. 

But  I  welcome  your  testimony.  It  is  always  good  to  see  you.  We 
have  been  pleased  to  hear  from  you  today. 

Mr.  Bond.  Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, Mr.  dinger. 
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Mr.  CONYERS.  You  are  welcome. 

The  Chair  is  pleased  to  start  off  the  testimony  among  House 
Members  with  the  dean  of  the  Michigan  delegation,  Chairman 
John  Dingell.  We  are  glad  to  have  the  distinguished  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce  again  before  our  Govern- 
ment Operations  Committee. 

Without  objection,  your  testimony  will  be  incorporated  into  the 
record.  I  don't  think  I  need  to  spend  a  lot  of  time  describing  your 
background,  career,  or  accomplishments.  And  so  we  will  dispense 
with  them  and  allow  you  to  have  the  maximum  amount  of  time. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOHN  D.  DESIGELL,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  MICHIGAN 

Mr.  Dingell.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all,  I  thank  you  for  the  privilege  of  ap- 
pearing here  today. 

Second,  I  expressed  to  you  my  commendations  for  your  inquiry 
into  the  conduct  of  the  business  of  the  General  Accounting  Office. 
I  believe  that  it  is  a  timely,  necessary,  and  proper  oversight  func- 
tion. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  is  an  arm  of  the  Congress,  and  it 
is  an  arm  of  the  Congress  which  was  set  up  a  good  while  back.  Its 
function  is  to  serve  the  Congress,  to  inform  us  of  the  facts,  to  gath- 
er data,  to  conduct  audits,  to  look  at  the  performance  of  govern- 
ment agencies,  and  see  how  the  laws  are  being  implemented  both 
in  terms  of  expenditures,  of  money,  and  other  things. 

I  have  brought  with  me  my  dear  friend  who  is  known  to  you  and 
many  members  of  this  committee,  Mr.  Finnegan,  a  member  of  the 
staff  of  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce  who  uses  GAO 
services  extensively,  as  indeed  do  I. 

I  wish  to  first  differ  rather  sharply  with  my  distinguished  friend, 
Senator  Bor<d  over  the  behavior  of  the  General  Accounting  Office. 
I  cannot  address  every  audit  they  have  performed  over  time,  but 
I  can  tell  you  that  the  quality  of  the  work  which  they  have  done 
for  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce  is  uniformly  high,  is 
unbiased,  fair,  impartial,  and  complete. 

They  are  an  agency  which  was  set  up  for  the  purpose  of  advising 
the  Congress  with  regard  to  how  the  law  is  being  implemented, 
how  public  moneys  are  being  expended,  and  a  number  of  other 
things.  In  a  very  real  sense,  they  are  the  eyes  and  the  ears  of  the 
Congress.  They  are  answerable  to  us. 

Now,  if  they  are  not  doing  the  job,  of  course  clearly  something 
has  to  be  done  to  correct  that.  But  I  can  tell  you  that  the  work 
done  for  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce  is  uniformly 
high  in  quality,  by  the  General  Accounting  Office,  and  has  enabled 
us  to  conduct  far  better  oversight  than  we  have. 

Our  committee  is  known  for  diligent  and  vigorous  oversight  of 
the  agencies  under  the  jurisdiction  of  our  committee.  We  do  not  do 
as  much  oversight  as  is  done  by  you,  but  we  try  to  do  it  as  well 
as  it  is  done  by  this  committee. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  some  think  you  do  more  than  we 
do. 

Mr.  Dingell.  You  are  kind,  but  I  think  that  is  not  quite  true. 
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In  any  event,  the  GAO  was  founded  in  1921.  It  has  generally  en- 
joyed widespread  respect  by  both  Congress,  the  executive  branch, 
and  the  private  sector. 

Some  of  the  edge  has  been  lost  in  recent  years,  and  I  would  like 
to  direct  some  of  my  thoughts  to  that. 

No  administration  and  no  Congress  likes  the  GAO  when  they 
come  forward  and  reveal  faults  or  come  up  with  audits  that  cause 
embarrassment.  Not  too  long  ago  executive  officials  called  the  GAO 
"God's  awful  office."  I  told  them  they  were  probably  doing  some- 
thing right  down  in  that  agency. 

I  think  we  ought  to  look  to  see  what  they  have  done  over  time. 
You  will  recall  the  Defense  Department  was  not  pleased  in  the 
1980's  to  see  GAO's  revelations  on  cost  overruns  on  the  profligacy 
of  DOD  contractors  with  their  hands  deep  in  the  public  till.  They 
helped  us  cut  enormous  amounts  of  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse  and 
other  misbehavior  in  the  Defense  Department. 

More  recently,  they  have  done  a  similar  thing  with  regard  to  the 
Department  of  Energy,  and  still  more  recently  with  regard  to  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  which  seeks  to  become  a  Cabinet 
agency.  And  they  have  helped  show  how  the  contractors  do  a  poor 
job. 

The  EPA  has  totally  lost  control  of  the  contractors.  It  is  spending 
money  in  ways  which  are  not  in  conformity  with  the  law,  wasting 
enormous  sums,  and  generally  disregarding  the  basic  function  of 
that  agency. 

Now,  here  are  some  examples,  I  think,  that  have  properly  cha- 
grined the  executive  branch.  They  have  reviewed  audits  conducted 
on  19  Department  of  Energy  contracts  and  subcontracts  not  com- 
pleted, but  not  closed  out.  In  one  contract,  GAO  found  that  the  re- 
quired audit  was  not  conducted  from  1983  to  1990.  When  finally 
conducted,  the  billings  of  about  $1.3  billion  were  found,  and  in  July 
1991  the  DOE  recovered  almost  all  of  that  sum  from  the  contractor, 
including  more  than  $300,000  in  lost  interest. 

In  addition  to  that,  GAO  reports  on  EPA's  poor  controls  on  con- 
tractor spending,  which  I  discussed  earlier.  The  Congress  rescinded 
some  $24  million  from  EPA's  fiscal  year  1992  budget,  to  limit  the 
cost  of  the  Superfund  contracting  program,  where  incidentally  they 
had  spent  now  something  probably  close  to  $20  billion,  have 
cleaned  up  virtually  nothing,  and  are  having  an  appalling  situation 
from  the  standpoint  of  both  the  public  health  and  the  environment 
and  public  moneys. 

We  have  seen  extensive  auditing  on  public  moneys  on  research 
contracts.  In  one  instance  alone,  Stanford  University  on  their  Fed- 
eral research  contracts  returned  $1,030,117  to  the  U.S.  Treasury. 
Other  universities  have  been  encouraged  by  this,  and  also  by  GAO 
follow-on  audits,  to  return  additional  significant  sums.  And  a  prac- 
tice which  probably  over  10  years  cost  the  United  States  in  excess 
of  several  billions  of  dollars  has  been  reformed. 

The  GAO  found  in  reviewing  Food  and  Drug  Administration  reg- 
ulation of  good  manager  practice  that  of  175  foreign  medical  device 
manufacturers,  12  percent  of  whom  were  exporting  to  the  United 
States,  had  been  inspected  in  1  year.  Now,  they  have  caused  the 
FDA  to  commence  a  much  more  careful  audit  and  inspection  of 
those  kinds  of  suppliers,  a  result  which  has  brought  back  to  this 
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country  not  only  significant  health  benefits,  but  also  gn*eater  protec- 
tion of  American  consumers. 

We  have  asked  them  to  review  the  Clean  Air  Act.  GAO  found 
that  the  States  in  EPA  are  far  behind  the  requirements  of  the  law 
in  terms  of  State  implementation  plans,  submissions,  and  approv- 
als. They  are  helping  us  to  guide  EPA  with  regard  to  now  it  is  that 
EPA  should  conduct  and  administer  the  Clean  Air  Act,  see  to  it 
that  the  agencies  of  the  States  carry  out  their  proper  responsibil- 
ities. 

These  are  just  a  few  findings.  They  have  done  valuable  work  for 
us  on  blood.  The  blood  supply  of  this  country  is  in  good  part  made 
safe  because  of  the  actions  done  by  the  General  Accounting  Office 
in  terms  of  reviewing  the  actions  of  Food  and  Drug  and  other  agen- 
cies with  regard  to  the  safety  of  the  blood  supply. 

They  have  done  similar  work  with  regard  to  generic  drugs  and 
have  helped  us  to  abate  a  disastrous  situation  in  that  agency  in 
which  there  were  payoffs,  gratuities,  and  other  things  for  Federal 
employees  for  special  treatment,  leading  to  significant  misbehavior 
and  significant  impairment  of  public  trust  just  in  generics. 

They  have  gone  through  the  DOE  with  regard  to  serious  mis- 
behavior by  DOE  contractors  which  resulted  in  loss  of  safety,  deg- 
radation of  the  environment,  and  threats  to  the  health  of  the  Amer- 
ican people. 

And  without  that  the  Congress  would  have  never  had  a  reason 
to  know  how  bad  the  situation  is  with  regard  to  the  Department 
of  Energy,  which  is  going  to  cost  this  country,  because  of  poor  con- 
duct by  the  Department  of  Energy  over  the  years,  is  going  to  cost 
this  country  hundreds  of  billions  of  dollars.  And  in  good  part  GAO's 
audit  of  the  behavior  of  DOE  has  resulted  in  a  significant  improve- 
ment and  a  beginning  whereby  the  Congress  can  now  start  to  clean 
up  a  seriously  desperate  situation  in  that  agency. 

Now,  GAO  has  a  broad  statutory  mandate.  It  is  the  act  of  1921 
which  established  the  GAO.  It  says  it  is  an  instrumentality  of  the 
U.S.  Government,  independent  of  the  executive  departments.  It  is 
not  like  the  Library  of  Congress,  the  Office  of  Technology  Assess- 
ment, the  Government  Printing  Office.  It  is  not  a  service  agency  for 
the  Congress  but  it  does  provide  us  extensive  services. 

Now,  there  are  a  lot  of  people  who  would  like  to  curb  its  inde- 
pendence by  turning  it  into  just  a  bunch  of  green  eye-shade  audi- 
tors and  quite  frankly  a  bunch  of  bean  counters.  That  would  be  a 
prodigious  disservice  to  all  of  us  here. 

They  accuse  the  GAO  of  unilaterally  broadening  its  scope.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  thev  got  their  broad  mandate  in  192 1,  to  investigate 
all  matters  related  to  the  receipt  of  public  money,  to  help  Congress 
decide  whether  public  funds  are  used  and  expended  economically 
and  effectively  and  to  evaluate  the  results  of  the  programs  or  ac- 
tivities the  government  carries  out  under  existing  law. 

These  statutes  were  devised  by  a  Congress  which  knew  its  needs, 
was  wise  in  seeking  to  address  its  responsibilities  to  the  testi- 
monies in  seeing  to  it  that  government  policies  are  properly  carried 
out  and  the  laws  are  obeyed  by  the  executive  branch  and  by  those 
in  it. 

Now,  we  have  heard  a  lot  of  complaints  about  GAO  resources 
and  how  they  are  used.  Quite  frankly,  their  resources  are  really 
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minuscule,  particularly  in  relationship  to  the  amount  of  work  they 
are  called  upon  to  do  and  the  benefit  that  the  taxpayers  receive 
from  it. 

The  numbers  of  departments  when  GAO  was  instituted  in  1921 
could  be  counted  on  one  or  two  hands.  The  entire  defense  establish- 
ment was  ensconced  in  the  old  War  Department  building,  which  is 
next  door  to  the  White  House.  The  Pentagon  hadn't  even  been 
built.  There  were  no  Transportation,  Veterans  Affairs,  Energy  De- 
partments. Agencies  like  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission,  Na- 
tional Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  were  not  even  imag- 
ined. Even  the  size  and  scope  of  the  Executive  Office  of  the  Presi- 
dent, with  its  National  Economic  Council,  Domestic  Policy  Council, 
White  House  Military  Office,  Office  of  Economic  Advisers,  Office  of 
Management  and  Budget,  virtually  did  not  exist.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  there  was  in  the  early  193 O's  a  tremendous  battle  over  wheth- 
er Roosevelt  was  going  to  get  three  young  lawyers  who  were  going 
to  be  able  to  advise  him  in  the  conduct  of  the  business  of  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States. 

So  you  can  see  that  their  responsibilities  in  terms  of  budget 
which  have  grown  from  at  that  time  something  probably  less  than 
about  $6  billion,  are  now  well  in  excess  of  $1  trillion,  have  grown 
in  terms  of  monitoring  both  the  numbers  of  employees,  the  number 
of  agencies,  and  also  the  massive  increase  of  expenses  which  are 
embodied  in  the  Federal  budget. 

Today  we  have  14  departments,  a  myriad  of  agencies.  The  Na- 
tional Journal  notes  the  GAO's  budget  is  one-sixth  of  the  legislative 
staff,  of  the  legislative  budget.  That  is  no  intelligent  comparison, 
and  it  tends  to  tell  me  that  the  National  Journal  doesn't  do  a  veiy 
good  job  of  reporting  to  the  Congress,  or  quite  frankly  to  their  read.- 
ership. 

As  shown  in  a  table  which  I  have  included  in  my  statement, 
GAO's  budget  is  only  0.16  percent  of  the  budget  of  the  Defense  De- 
partment. It  is  2.6  percent  of  the  budget  of  the  Energy  Department, 
and  6.8  percent  of  the  budget  of  the  EPA.  That  tells  you  that  they 
don't  have  very  much  money  or  very  many  people  to  watch  enor- 
mous expenditures  of  public  money. 

Now,  some  people  around  these  parts  keep  trying  to  cut  the 
budget  of  the  GAO.  And  they  say  this  is  fiscally  responsible.  This 
is  the  dumbest  way  I  know  that  this  Congress  could  be  fiscally  re- 
sponsible. Because  here  you  are  shutting  the  eyes  of  the  Congress, 
you  are  closing  its  ears,  you  are  taking  away  from  it  the  ability  to 
look,  to  see  what  is  going  on  inside  the  executive  department,  how 
public  moneys  are  being  spent,  and  how  the  government's  affairs 
are  being  conducted,  including  performance  matters  and  others. 

Now,  there  has  been  a  lot  of  talk  about  congressional  domination. 
I  want  to  tell  you  this  is  a  lot  of  hooey.  In  the  early  1980's,  GAO 
did  grow  a  bit  timid  in  carrying  out  its  statutory  mandates.  Until 
about  fiscal  1985,  only  about  half  the  GAO  investigations  and  au- 
dits were  based  on  congressional  requests.  Now,  congressional  re- 
quests are  made  by  the  Congress  of  that  agency  to  perform,  quite 
frankly,  just  bean-counting  auditing,  or  very  frankly  to  perform 
something  which  is  of  vastly  more  importance,  and  that  is  perform- 
ance auditing. 
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Now,  a  number  of  the  audits  were  self-initiated.  They  took  a 
g^eat  number  of  months,  resulted  in  some  broad  and  occasionally 
unfocused  reports,  and  did  not  always  include  meaningful  rec- 
ommendations to  the  Congress,  and  quite  honestly  many  of  these 
reports  were  simply  filed  while  the  Congress  went  on  to  put  them 
in  the  file. 

Today,  82  of  GAO's  recommendations  are  congressionally  in- 
spired, including  some  required  now  by  specific  statutory  provisions 
such  as  section  812  of  the  most  recent  amendments  to  the  Clean 
Air  Act. 

Now,  each  administration  criticizes  these  statements  because 
they  don't  think  Congress  ought  to  know  about  what  is  going  on 
downtown.  I  happen  to  think  we  should,  because  without  it  we 
can't  say  that  the  policies  are  being  carried  out  properly,  they  are 
spending  money  well,  they  are  spending  money  wisely,  they  are 
spending  money  poorly,  here  is  where  we  ought  to  cut,  here  is 
where  we  ought  to  give  more  money,  and  these  are  the  defections 
from  the  policies  that  the  Congress  would  have. 

Now,  this  I  would  note  is  a  position  which  is  entirely — and  I 
refer  to  the  position  that  people  who  are  saying  we  ought  to  cut  the 
budget  of  GAO — is  entirely  inconsistent  with  the  policies  which 
were  set  out  in  the  1921  statute.  And  that  very  plainly  directed  the 
GAO  to  make  investigations  and  reports  ordered  by  either  House 
of  the  Congress  or  by  a  committee  of  the  Congress  having  jurisdic- 
tion over  revenue,  appropriations  or  expenditures,  and  give  com- 
mittees of  Congress  having  jurisdiction  over  revenue  appropriations 
and  expenditures  the  help  and  the  information  that  this  body  or 
the  committee  concerned  might  need. 

Now,  clearly  congressional  requests  have  got  to  be  focused,  and 
not  frivolous.  They  should  not  be  partisan.  I  want  to  address  that 
as  I  go  forward.  We  must  realize  that  an  oversight  process  does 
not — rather,  does  not  necessarily  commence  with  full,  detailed 
knowledge  of  the  facts.  A  lot  of  times  it  comes  in  on  the  basis  of 
information  that  the  committee  receives  in  somewhat  frag^nentary 
form. 

Now,  the  committee  will  only  have  a  cursory  knowledge  of  the 
matters  that  it  asks  GAO  to  look  into.  And  it  has  always  oeen  the 
policy  of  our  committee  that  the  GAO,  as  work  progresses,  keeps 
us  informed  so  that  we  can  know  what  the  facts  are.  But  we  have 
always  insisted  that  the  work  that  is  done  by  the  GAO  for  our  com- 
mittee is  on  a  "let  the  chips  fall  where  it  may."  Tell  us  what  the 
facts  are.  We  will  address  the  other  matters  that  flow  from  the 
facts. 

Our  committee  simply  does  not  make  requests,  then,  and  sit  back 
while  the  GAO  investigates.  We  do  watch  to  see  to  it  that  it  is  done 
properly,  fairly,  effectively,  is  responsive  and  is  done  in  a  timely 
manner.  I  would  assume  others  in  the  Congress  would  do  the  same. 
I  hope  so.  I  am  not  sure.  But  if  they  don't,  they  should. 

Now,  there  have  been  some  allegations  made  that  the  GAO  fa- 
vors majority  Members  of  the  Congress.  Quite  frankly,  that  is  a  lot 
of  hooey.  The  charge  has  been  made  that  GAO  is  not  responsive  to 
the  minority. 

Now,  the  GAO  has  to  be  responsive  to  the  Congress  as  an  insti- 
tution. It  has  to  be  responsive  to  committees  because  those  are  the 
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devices  through  which  the  Congress  functions.  And  in  response  to 
a  question  from  me,  GAO  advised  that  as  a  matter  of  policy,  it  as- 
signs equal  status  to  requests  from  ranking  minority  members  and 
to  requests  from  committee  chairs. 

GAO  adds  that  to  the  extent  practical,  it  also  responds  to  individ- 
ual Democratic  and  Republican  Members'  requests.  These  are  not 
just  words. 

I  have  attached  a  GAO  prepared  table  in  which  we  have  looked 
just  to  see  what  the  Republican  requests  are  that  are  made  and 
how  they  have  been  responded  to.  GAO  has  responded  to  requests 
from  my  colleague  Mr.  Archer  of  Texas,  Mr.  Armey  of  Texas,  Mr. 
Bilirakis  of  Florida,  my  dear  friend  Mr.  Bliley  of  Virginia.  Mr. 
Clinger,  you  have  been  the  beneficiary  of  a  number.  Mr.  Cox,  Mr. 
Oilman,  Mr.  Gingrich,  Mr.  Gunderson.  Mr.  Horton,  who  served  on 
this  committee  with  such  distinction,  was  a  frequent  user  of  the 
services  of  the  General  Accounting  Office.  Mr.  Ireland,  Mr.  Klug, 
Mr.  McCollum,  Mr.  Nussle,  Mr.  Thomas,  Mr.  Wolf,  Mr.  Young,  and 
many,  many  more,  and  a  large  number  of  Republican  Senators,  in- 
cluding my  good  friend  Mr.  Bond  who  was  here  before  you,  who 
uses  their  services  not  infrequently. 

On  October  8  the  Washington  Post  reported  that  U.S.  taxpayers 
are  facing  a  bill  of  $1.1  billion,  too  high,  for  new  and  remodeled 
courthouses,  according  to  the  GAO  report.  That  report  was  re- 
quested by  our  good  friend  Mr.  Inhofe,  a  Republican  Member  from 
Oklahoma. 

Let's  talk  about  detailees.  I  think  we  ought  to  look  at  that  and 
lay  that  matter  to  a  solid  and  permanent  rest.  By  way  of  example, 
GAO  detailees  have  been  critical  to  the  success  of  the  Oversight 
and  Investigation  Subcommittee  which  I  chair.  Their  work  has  re- 
turned enormous  dividends  to  taxpayers,  financial  and  otherwise. 

They,  for  example,  did  a  major  part  of  the  work  on  the  Boesky 
and  Milkin  scandals  which  led  to  proper  sojourn  by  deserving 
Americans  in  proper  Federal  repositories  where  they  stayed  for  a 
goodly  period  of  time.  They  also  did  some  very  fine  work  on  the 
bank  problem.  And  on  savings  and  loan,  they  showed  a  tremendous 
number  of  defaultations  in  connection  with  those  matters. 

Regrettably,  the  Congress  didn't  respond  to  those  matters  as  they 
should  in  a  punctual  fashion.  But  their  efforts  as  detailees  have 
saved  the  taxpayers  literally  millions  or  billions  of  dollars.  And 
they  have  been  central  in  prodding  the  FDA  on  regulation  of  medi- 
cal devices,  surveillance  of  imports,  regulation  of  blood  supply,  and 
on  importation  of  shoddy,  dangerous,  contaminated,  nonsafe  foods. 

Our  committee  uses  detailees — I  want  to  make  this  very  clear — 
in  a  bipartisan  manner.  From  the  moment  that  the  letter  goes  to 
the  GAO  requesting  a  detailee,  the  Republican  staff  on  the  sub- 
committee is  kept  fully  aware  of  the  detailee,  his  functions,  and  his 
assignment.  And  they  are  kept  fully  informed  of  the  matters  on 
which  the  detailee  is  working.  Because  a  copy  of  the  correspond- 
ence is  provided  to  the  minority,  and  because  staff  interviews, 
which  are  conducted  in  concert  with  the  work  of  the  detailees,  are 
done  in  a  bipartisan  manner,  the  minority  is  keenly  aware  of  the 
work  of  the  GAO  detailees  on  behalf  of  the  subcommittee.  So  I 
want  to  lay  that  permanently  and  totally  to  rest. 
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The  executive  branch,  in  sum,  and  the  Congress  criticize  the 
GAO  for  not  sharing  drafts  of  reports  prior  to  formal  comment.  I 
would  think  that  we  ought  to  take  a  hard  look  at  this,  because  the 
quality  assurance  of  the  report,  it  is  not  a  responsibility  of  the  peo- 
ple that  are  being  audited.  To  say  we  are  going  to  let  them  dictate 
how  the  report  is  done  and  what  are  its  contents  is  kind  of  like  put- 
ting the  fox  in  charge  of  the  hen  roost.  I  would  strongly  object  to 
anything  which  would  say  that  the  GAO  must  submit  its  audits  to 
the  people  that  they  are  auditing  for  correction  and  reform. 

Now,  one  of  our  colleagues,  Mr.  Lightfoot,  accuses  GAO  of  bowing 
to  the  administration,  under  pressure  to  tone  down  a  report  on 
payroll  practices  at  the  White  House.  He  contends  that  the  GAO 
draft  was  more  critical  than  the  final  version.  I  would  agree  with 
Mr.  Lightfoot.  The  White  House  should  not  have  gotten  that  device 
for  the  purpose  of  review. 

Now,  the  executive  branch  has  long  viewed  the  GAO  as  an  adver- 
sary, and  I  would  say  if  that  is  the  case,  that  tells  me  they  are 
doing  the  job  we  are  paying  them  to  do.  And  although  we  might 
have  occasional  criticisms  with  regard  to  quality  of  particular  work 
or  particular  audits,  I  say  that  overall  that  tells  us  that  they  are 
doing  work. 

I  want  to  g^ve  you  another  example.  We  asked  GAO  to  make  a 
comprehensive  review  of  rail  safety  enforcement  activities  at  the 
Federal  Railroad  Administration.  The  Reagan  administration  de- 
nounced this  and  it  was  indicated  that  this  was  going  to  be  a  ter- 
ribly partisan  undertaking.  The  practical  result,  however,  was  that 
when  President  Bush,  following  his  election,  appointed  the  distin- 
g^shed  Republican  by  the  name  of  Gil  Carmichael  to  serve  as  FRA 
administrator,  the  agency's  attitude  underwent  a  startling  change. 
An  agency  which  had  been  indifferent,  somnolent,  to  the  matters 
of  rail  safety  suddenly  got  interested. 

Mr.  Carmichael  was  excited  that  he  could  get  GAO  to  perform 
free  audits  and  give  his  agency  advice,  which  he  regarded  as  being 
extraordinarily  good,  which  he  implemented,  and  which  resulted  in 
not  only  a  significant  improvement  in  the  performance  of  the  agen- 
cy, but  in  a  remarkably  close  working  relationship  between  GAO 
and  FRA.  And  as  a  result,  FRA  works  better  and  FRA  under  a  Re- 
publican administration  developed  a  much  more  positive  and  coop- 
erative working  relationship  with  a  Democratic  Congress  and  a 
committee  chaired  by  a  Democrat. 

There  is  an  area  of  concern.  GAO  does  take  a  while  to  get  their 
work  done.  That  is  something  which  I  think  ought  to  be  addressed. 
But  I  don't  think  in  fairness  we  should  denounce  them  for  the  fact 
that  they  are  working  as  hard  as  they  can  with  rather  limited  re- 
sources. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  say  we  are  getting  ready  to  file — 
or  rather  to  release  a  GAO  audit  today.  It  will  be  done  by  Mr. 
Moorhead  and  Mr.  Dingell,  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority 
member  of  the  Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce.  We  have  con- 
ducted this  work  in  cooperation,  as  we  always  do,  and  we  are  re- 
leasing it  in  full  cooperation. 

I  would  just  say  that  as  we  address  these  problems  to  the  GAO, 
we  recognize  that  they  are  our  eyes  and  ears.  They  serve  us.  They 
tell  us  what's  going  on.  They  look  for  rascality,  misbehavior.  They 
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look  for  misexpenditure  of  public  moneys.  But  they  are  never  afraid 
to  tell  us  that  somebody  is  doing  a  good  iob. 

The  problem  is  that  they  aren't  really  given  the  opportunity  to 
look  at  folks  who  are  doing  a  good  job  because  we  have  got  enough 
rascality  to  look  at.  They  simply  don't  it  is  time  to  go  down  and 
tell  us  that  So-and-so  in  such  and  such  a  department  is  doing  a 
good  job. 

If  you  talk  to  newspapers,  you  find  they  have  got  the  same  out- 
look. They  spend  their  time  looking  for  wrongdoing  on  the  part  of 
Members  of  Congress,  Senators,  and  people  in  the  executive 
branch.  And  they  will  tell  you  quite  frankly  it  is  not  their  business 
to  write  nice  things  about  folks  in  public  life.  GAO  doesn't  have  ei- 
ther the  personnel  or  the  money  to  do  this. 

In  any  event,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  appreciated  your  kindness, 
courtesy,  and  hospitality.  I  regret  I  have  taken  so  long,  but  this  is 
an  important  matter.  At  stake  here  is  literally  how  the  Congress 
is  going  to  ^et  the  facts  that  it  needs  to  legislate  well. 

If  you  crimp,  curtail,  hurt,  or  reduce  tne  ability  of  the  GAO  to 
serve  us,  to  gather  the  facts  and  information  we  need,  you  are 
going  to  find  that  this  institution  is  going  to  be  significantly  hurt 
and  that  Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  Republicans  and 
Democrats,  the  institution  itself,  and  all  of  us  collectively  and  as 
individuals,  will  be  significantly  hurt  if  we  don't  treasure  and  pro- 
tect and  guard  an  agency  which  serves  as  our  eyes  and  ears. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Dingell  follows:] 
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Effectiveness  of  the  General  Accounting  Office 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  your  invitation  to  discuss  the  Committee  on 
Energy  and  Commerce's  long  experiences  with  the  General  Accounting  Office 
(GAO),  and  provide  my  assessment  of  the  responsiveness  and  value  of  this 
agency.    I  commend  you  for  conducting  this  oversight  hearing. 

The  GAO,  from  its  founding  in  1921  through  the  middle  of  this  century, 
generally  enjoyed  widespread  respect  by  the  Congress  and  Executive  Branch.    But 
in  recent  years  it  has  lost  some  of  its  edge,  energy,  and  respect.   This  is  due  in 
part,  I  believe,  to  constant  carping  by  its  Executive  and  Congressional  critics  who 
do  not  like  the  GAO's  sometimes  harsh  findings  about  favored  projects,  agencies 
or  programs.    No  Administration  --  Republican  or  Democrat  --  likes  the  GAO  when 
it  reveals  their  faults  and  causes  them  embarrassment.    Not  long  ago.  Executive 
Branch  officials  referred  to  it  as  "GOD'S  AWFUL  OFFICE".    Many  in  the  Defense 
Department  were  not  pleased  during  the  1980s  to  see  the  GAO's  revelations  on 
cost  overruns  or  the  profligacy  of  DOD  contractors  with  hands  deep  in  the  public 
till. 

Let  me  give  you  just  some  examples  of  what  the  GAO  has  found,  to  the 
chagrin  of  the  Executive  Branch: 

The  GAO  reviewed  the  audits  conducted  on  1 9  Department  of 
Energy  contracts  and  subcontracts  that  were  completed  but  not 
closed  out.    In  one  contract,  the  GAO  found  that  the  required 
audit  was  not  conducted  from  1983  to  1990.    When  finally 
conducted,  overbillings  of  about  $1.3  million  were  found  and  in 
July  1991,  DOE  recovered  almost  all  of  that  sum  from  the 
contractor,  plus  more  than  $300,000  in  lost  interest. 

Because  of  GAO  reports  on  EPA's  poor  controls  of  contractor 
spending,  Congress  rescinded  $24  million  from  EPA's  fiscal 
year  1992  budget  and  set  a  limit  on  program  management 
costs  in  EPA's  Superfund  contracting  program. 
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As  a  result  of  GAO  findings  during  an  audit  of  the  indirect  costs 
charged  by  Stanford  University  on  their  federal  research 
contracts  and  grants,  Stanford  returned  $1,030,117  to  the  U.S. 
Treasury.    Other  universities,  encouraged  by  this  example  and 
follow-on  GAO  work,  also  returned  significant  sums. 

The  GAO  found  that  in  reviewing  the  Food  and  Drug 
Administration's  regulation  of  good  manufacturing  practices, 
only  about  175  foreign  medical  device  manufacturers  --  or 
about  12%  of  those  exporting  to  the  U.S.  --  have  been 
inspected  in  one  year.    The  GAO  found  that  at  this  rate,  such 
entities  are  inspected  once  every  eight  years  --  four  times  less 
frequently  than  required  for  domestic  firms.    The  FDA  has  since 
increased  staff  to  step  up  inspections. 

In  the  case  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  the  GAO  found  that  the  states 
and  the  EPA  are  far  behind  the  requirements  of  law  regarding 
State  Implementation  Plan  (SIP)  submissions  and  approvals. 
These  SIPs  underpin  the  Clean  Air  Act  ozone  program,  and  their 
delays  will  have  many  adverse  economic  and  environmental 
consequences. 

These  are  just  a  few  of  the  GAO's  findings.    An  attachment  to  my  statement 
lists  many  more  projects. 

GAO  --  An  Independent  Agency  with  a  Broad  Statutory  Mandate 

The  Budget  and  Accounting  Act  of  1921  which  established  the  GAO  says  it 
is  "an  instrumentality  of  the  United  States  Government,  independent  of  the 
executive  departments."    It  is  not  like  the  Library  of  Congress,  the  Office  of 
Technology  Assessment,  or  the  Government  Printing  Office,  in  that  it  is  not  a 
service  agency  for  Congress. 

Some  would  like  to  curb  its  independence  by  turning  the  GAO  into  an 
agency  of  "green-eye  shade"  auditors  and  by  cutting  its  budget  and  its  workers. 
They  accuse  the  GAO  of  unilaterally  broadening  its  scope.    In  fact,  the  Congress 
gave  the  GAO  a  broad  mandate  in  1921.    It  required  that  the  GAO  investigate  all 
matters  related  to  the  receipt,  disbursement,  and  use  of  public  money,  to  analyze 
expenditures  of  each  executive  agency  to  help  Congress  decide  whether  public 
funds  were  used  and  expended  economically  and  effectively,  and  to  evaluate  the 
results  of  a  program  or  activity  the  Government  carries  out  under  existing  law. 

These  statutory  directives  are  more  than  70  years  old.    They  were  devised 
by  a  wise  Congress  that  had  great  foresight,  and  that  knew  this  country  needed  an 
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independent  watchdog  that  could  look  at  more  than  issues  of  accountancy.    They 
understood  that  Congress  alone  could  not  do  the  detail  work  necessary  for 
effective  oversight  of  agency  performance. 

GAP  Resources  are  Minuscule 

In  1921,  the  number  of  departments  and  agencies  in  the  government  could 
probably  be  counted  on  two  hands.    Then,  the  entire  defense  establishment  was 
ensconced  in  the  old  War  Department  building  next  to  the  White  House.    There 
were  no  Transportation,  Veterans  Affairs,  Energy,  or  Education  Departments. 
Agencies  like  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  the  Nuclear  Regulatory 
Commission,  and  the  National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  were  not 
even  imagined.    Even  the  size  and  scope  of  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President, 
with  its  National  Economic  Council,  Domestic  Policy  Council,  White  House  Military 
Office,  Council  of  Economic  Advisors,  Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  and 
many  other  functions  were  probably  never  anticipated  in  1921.    Yet  today,  there 
are  14  Departments,  a  myriad  of  other  agencies,  and  30  offices  within  the 
Executive  Office  of  the  President. 

A  National  Journal  article  of  October  23  notes  that  GAO's  budget  is  about 
one-sixth  of  the  legislative  branch  staff.    That  is  not  the  proper  comparison.    As 
shown  on  the  enclosed  table,  the  GAO's  budget  is  0.16%  of  the  Defense 
Department,  2.6%  of  the  Energy  Department,  and  6.8%  of  the  EPA. 

Even  at  this  minuscule  level,  some  of  our  colleagues,  under  the  guise  of 
fiscal  responsibility,  seek  to  cut  more  from  the  GAO  and  thus  cut  into  its  most 
important  resource  --  investigators  and  auditors.    Many  who  call  for  these  cuts  also 
criticize  the  GAO  for  being  dominated  by  Congressional  Committees,  unresponsive 
to  the  Minority,  and  producing  poor  quality  work.    Let's  examine  some  of  these 
complaints. 

Alleged  Congressional  Domination 

In  the  early  1 980s  the  GAO  grew  timid  in  carrying  out  its  statutory 
mandates.    Until  about  fiscal  year  1985,  only  about  half  of  the  GAO  investigations 
and  audits  were  based  on  congressional  requests.    Many  were  self-initiated  efforts. 
They  often  took  many  months,  and  resulted  in  broad,  unfocused  reports  that 
included  few  meaningful  recommendations.    Most  in  Congress  merely  yawned  and 
tossed  them  in  the  circular  file. 

Today,  about  82%  of  the  GAO  investigations  are  Congressionally  inspired, 
including  some  required  by  specific  statutory  provisions  such  as  section  812  of  the 
1 990  Amendments  to  the  Clean  Air  Act.    The  result  has  been  growing  criticism  by 
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each  Administration  of  the  GAO's  work  because  the  work  has  been  meaningful, 
and  has  helped  Congress  conduct  effective  oversight. 

This  is  entirely  consistent  with  the  1921  law  directing  the  GAO,  under  its 
role  of  investigating  the  use  of  public  money,  to: 

...  make  an  investigation  and  report  ordered  by  either  House  of 
Congress  or  a  committee  of  Congress  having  jurisdiction  over  revenue, 
appropriations,  or  expenditures;  and 

...  give  a  committee  of  Congress  having  jurisdiction  over  revenue, 
appropriations,  or  expenditures  the  help  and  information  the  committee 
requests. 

GAO  must  conduct  evaluations: 

(1)  on  the  initiative  of  the  Comptroller  General; 

(2)  when  either  House  of  Congress  orders  an  evaluation;  or 

(3)  when  a  committee  of  Congress  with  jurisdiction  over  the  program 
or  activity  requests  the  evaluation. 

Clearly,  such  Congressional  requests  should  be  focused  and  not  frivolous. 
But,  we  must  realize  that  the  oversight  process  does  not  necessarily  commence 
with  a  full,  detailed  knowledge  of  all  facts.    In  many  cases,  a  Committee  will  only 
have  a  cursory  knowledge  of  an  issue  and  seek  GAO's  examination  to  learn  more. 
As  the  GAO  work  progresses,  it  often  becomes  necessary  to  re-focus  the  inquiry 
based  on  a  better  understanding  of  the  issue.    Our  Committee  does  not  merely 
make  requests  and  sit  back  while  the  GAO  investigates.    We  carefully  keep  tabs  on 
the  GAO  work  to  see  that  it  is  done  properly,  fairly,  effectively,  and  in  a  timely 
manner.    I  presume  others  in  Congress  do  the  same.    If  they  do  not,  they  should. 

Allegations  that  GAO  Favors  the  Maioritv  Members 

During  recent  debates  in  the  House  on  GAO's  funding,  and  in  the  National 
Journal  article,  some  have  complained  that  the  GAO  is  not  responsive  to  the 
Minority.    The  GAO  must  be  responsive  to  Majority  and  Minority  Members,  and  in 
response  to  a  question  from  me,  the  GAO  said  that  as  a  matter  of  policy,  it 
"assigns  equal  status  to  requests  from  Ranking  Minority  Members  and  to  requests 
from  Committee  Chairs."    GAO  adds,  to  the  extent  practical,  that  it  also  responds 
to  individual  Democratic  and  Republican  Members'  requests.    These  are  not  just 
words.    As  shown  by  the  attached  GAO-prepared  table,  Republican  requests  for 
investigations  were  made  by  Congressmen  Archer,  Armey,  Bilirakis,  Bliley,  dinger, 
Cox,  Oilman,  Gingrich,  Gunderson,  Horton,  Ireland,  Klug,  McCollum,  Nussle, 
Thomas,  Wolf,  Young,  and  many  more.    A  number  of  Republican  Senators, 
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including  a  leading  GAO  critic.  Senator  Bond,  are  also  reported  by  GAO  as 
requestors. 

On  October  8,  1993  the  Washington  Post  reported  that  the  U.S.  taxpayers 
are  facing  a  bill  that  is  $1.1  billion  too  high  for  new  and  remodeled  courthouses, 
according  to  a  GAO  report.    The  GAO  report  was  requested  by  Congressman 
James  M.  Inhofe  (R-Okla.). 

Use  of  Detailees 

Some  have  attacked  Congressional  use  of  GAO  detailees,  but  this  criticism 
is  badly  misplaced.    By  way  of  example,  GAO  detailees  have  been  critical  to  the 
success  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Oversight  and  Investigations,  which  I  chair.   Their 
work  has  returned  enormous  dividends  to  the  taxpayers,  financial  and  otherwise. 
In  1 993,  for  example,  detailees  have  been  integral  parts  of  investigations  into 
contracting  abuses  at  EPA  and  DOE.    These  inquiries  promise  savings  to  the 
taxpayers  of  tens,  if  not  hundreds,  of  millions  of  dollars.    Detailees  have  also  been 
central  to  prodding  the  FDA  to  improve  its  regulation  of  medical  devices, 
surveillance  of  imports,  and  regulation  of  the  blood  supply. 

This  year's  hearings  on  health  care  fraud,  waste,  and  abuse  would  not  have 
been  possible  without  the  extensive  investigative  and  auditing  assistance  provided 
by  GAO  detailees.  In  prior  years,  detailees  provided  key  support  for  investigations 
such  as  defense  procurement  fraud  and  university  indirect  cost  overcharges. 

Finally,  in  our  Oversight  Subcommittee  the  detailees  are  used  in  a 
nonpartisan  manner.    From  the  moment  a  letter  goes  to  the  GAO  requesting  a 
detailee,  until  the  detailee  completes  the  assignment.  Republican  staff  is  kept  fully 
informed  of  the  matters  on  which  the  detailee  is  working.    As  a  practical  matter, 
because  a  copy  of  correspondence  is  routinely  provided  to  the  Minority,  and 
because  staff  interviews  are  routinely  conducted  on  a  bipartisan  basis,  the  Minority 
is  keenly  aware  of  the  work  of  the  GAO  detailees  on  behalf  of  the  Subcommittee 
and  the  public. 

Aqencv  Review  and  Quality  of  GAO  Products 

The  Executive  Branch  and  some  in  Congress  criticize  the  GAO  for  not 
sharing  drafts  of  reports  to  the  agencies  prior  to  release  for  a  formal  comment. 
This  criticism  is  wrongheaded.    Sharing  drafts  would  encourage  sloppiness  by  the 
GAO,  who  would  know  that  the  agencies  will  find  their  errors  and  correct  them. 
The  GAO  should  do  high  quality  work  and  defend  it.    If  they  fail  to  do  so,  they 
deserve  a  trip  to  the  woodshed. 
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But  quality  assurance  is  not  the  goal  of  the  Executive  Branch.    They  want  to 
water  down  the  GAO  criticism  and  contain  their  embarrassment.    The  National 
Journal  reported  the  other  day  that  Representative  Jim  Lightfoot  (R-lowa)  accused 
the  GAO  of  bowing  to  the  Administration  under  pressure  to  tone  down  a  report 
about  payroll  practices  at  the  White  House.    He  contends  that  the  GAO  draft  was 
more  critical  than  the  final  version.    Sharing  the  draft  with  any  Administration 
encourages  that  result. 

Unfortunately,  most  Executive  Branch  officials  view  the  GAO  as  an 
adversary  and  therefore  tend  to  dismiss  their  findings  and  recommendations  out  of 
hand.    If  these  bureaucrats  and  policymakers  instead  learned  to  use  GAO  reports 
effectively,  perhaps  we  would  see  fewer  congressional  requests  for  GAO 
investigations.    Toward  the  end  of  the  Reagan  Administration,  I  asked  GAO  to 
undertake  a  comprehensive  review  of  the  rail  safety  enforcement  activities  at  the 
Federal  Railroad  Administration.    The  request  was  greeted  by  the  Reagan  FRA  with 
fear  and  loathing.    But  when  President  Bush,  following  his  election,  appointed  Gil 
Carmichael  as  FRA  Administrator,  the  agency's  attitude  underwent  a  remarkable 
change. 

Mr.  Carmichael  was  positively  excited  that  he  could  get  from  GAO  for  free 
audits  and  advice  for  his  agency  that  in  the  private  sector  he'd  have  to  pay 
handsomely  for.    More  than  that,  he  reviewed  with  GAO  the  many 
recommendations  they  made  in  a  series  of  reports  and  actually  implemented  as 
many  as  he  could.    As  a  result,  FRA's  rail  safety  program  works  better  and  the 
FRA  --  under  a  Republican  Administration  --  developed  a  much  more  positive  and 
cooperative  working  relationship  with  our  Committee. 

Delay  in  GAO  Work 

One  area  of  concern  to  me  is  the  time  it  takes  the  GAO  to  conduct  its 
investigations.    In  February  1992,  I  expressed  concerns  about  delays  at  the  GAO. 
In  an  April  10,  1992  letter,  the  GAO  reported  that  response  to  our  Committee  was 
8.5  months.    But,  as  the  GAO  observed,  these  averages  did  not  take  into  account 
the  time  elapsed  from  the  date  of  our  request  to  the  date  the  GAO  starts  the  work. 
Often  this  takes  months.    Further,  as  I  noted  to  the  GAO,  the  matters  covered  by 
the  average  include  products,  like  testimony,  that  can  take  only  a  few  days,  as 
well  as  matters  that  take  18-24  months  or  longer. 

Clearly,  the  GAO  needs  to  better  carry  out  its  mandate.    Obviously,  further 
cuts  in  money  and  staff  would  not  help.    But  such  cuts  would,  by  crippling  the 
messenger,  make  the  GAO's  critics  most  pleased. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  GAO  is  an  important  agency.    It  serves  an  important 
watchdog  function  for  Congress  and  the  taxpayers.    It  is  not  perfect,  but  neither  is 
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the  Executive  Branch.    It  will  from  time-to-time  make  mistakes.    It  needs  the 
oversight  you  are  giving  it  today.    It  needs  the  criticism  and  support  of  this  great 
Committee.    It  should  not,  however,  bow  to  those  who  do  not  like  the  products  of 
its  investigations,  whether  they  be  Democratic  or  Republican. 
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GAO  BUDGET  COMPARED  TO  THE  BUDGET  OF  DEPARTMENTS  IT  OVERSEES 


Department 

1992  Actual** 
(in  billions) 

1992  GAO** 
(in  billions) 

GAO  as  % 
of  Dept. 

Energy 

$17.2 

$.439 

2.6% 

Defense 

$281.9 

$.439 

0.16% 

Interior 

$7.1 

$.439 

6.2% 

Commerce 

$3.0 

$.439 

14.6% 

Agriculture 

$66.3 

$.439 

0.66% 

Health  and  Human 
Services 

$559.6 

$.439 

0.08% 

Envi  ronmental 
Protection  Agency 

$6.5 

$.439 

6.8% 

**  Figures  from  Budget  of  the  United  States  Government  for  Fiscal 
Year  1994. 
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Mr.  CONYERS.  We  want  you  to  know,  Chairman  Dingell,  that 
many  of  the  practices  that  you  refer  to,  with  reference  to  your  com- 
mittee that  you  have  chaired  for  a  number  of  years,  are  emulated 
by  this  committee  as  well.  We  work  as  closely  with  Mr.  dinger  as 
we  worked  with  Mr.  Horton  in  the  assignment  of  detailees.  Most 
of  my  requests  to  the  General  Accounting  Office  are  accompanied 
by  Mr.  dinger's  signature,  or  else  Mr.  McCandless,  on  the  sub- 
committee that  I  chair  within  the  Government  Operations  Commit- 
tee. 

I  think  you  have  made  an  extremely  detailed  and  penetrating  as- 
sessment. I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  the  EPA  and  the  Department 
of  Energy  are  two  departments  within  your  jurisdiction,  and  so  the 
examples  that  you  have  proffered  here  this  morning  are  based  on 
your  absolute  experience,  not  only  this  year  but  across  the  years. 
And  we  are  grateful  for  your  helpfulness  in  that  regard. 

Does  any  Member  have  any  comments  or  questions  for  Chairman 
Dingell? 

Mr.  English. 

Mr.  English.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  simply  want  to  say.  Chairman  Dingell,  I  too  have  had  the  op- 
portunity to  use  GAO  as  a  subcommittee  chairman  in  the  past,  and 
I  would  totally  ag^ee  with  your  observations.  I  found  their  work  to 
be  very  good. 

Let  me  just  say,  though,  there  is  an  area  of  criticism  that  I  do 
have  of  the  GAO,  and  I  would  like  your  observation  with  regard  to 
it.  That  area  is  something  that  has  occurred  recently  within  the 
past  few  years.  It  appears  to  me  that  given  the  attack  that  GAO 
has  come  under  by  some  quarters,  some  Members  of  Congress,  I 
might  say,  that  it  does  appear  that  this  is  having  an  impact  as  far 
as  taking  the  edge  off  of  some  of  the  GAO  reports,  where  in  the 
past  they  are  a  good  deal  sharper  and  more  to  the  point. 

There  does  seem  to  be  a  mellowing  of  impact  as  far  as  the  result 
of  these  reports.  Maybe  it  is  coincidence  and  maybe  not. 

Let  me  also  say  very  quickly,  I  have  not  always  agreed  with  the 
information  I  have  gotten  back  from  GAO,  and  I  have  certainly  dis- 
agreed from  a  policy  standpoint  from  time  to  time,  but  as  you  say, 
their  work  is  very  good  and  I  have  never  questioned  their  objectiv- 
ity even  though  we  may  be  on  different  sides. 

But  I  am  very  concerned  that  the  attacks  that  GAO  is  coming 
under  is  beginning  to  have  an  impact  with  regard  to  the  sharpness 
of  the  reports  that  we  get  back  from  GAO,  and  we  are  getting  a 
feel,  at  least  in  some  cases,  of  some  fence  straddling. 

Have  you  had  any  observations  with  regard  to  that? 

Mr.  Dingell.  I  think  your  observation  is  a  very  perceptive  one. 
First  of  all,  I  have  noticed  there  is  some  loss  in  sharpness  at  GAO. 
But  I  would  observe  it  is  pretty  hard  to  not  only  take  on  all  the 
vested  interests  in  the  executive  branch  but  quite  honestly  out 
there  amongst  the  government  contractors,  be  continuously  de- 
nounced by  them  and  still  be  vigorous,  focused,  and  aggressive  in 
your  approach. 

I  will  tell  you  this,  that  there  is  a  standard  procedure  for  han- 
dling the  Subcommittee  on  Oversight  and  Investigations  when  we 
have  an  investigation.  The  first  is  to  attack  the  committee.  Second 
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is  to  attack  the  staff.  Third  is  to  attack  the  people  who  do  the  work, 
either  the  inspectors  general  or  the  General  Accounting  Office. 

And  I  find  myself  hard  put  to  understand  how  it  is  tnat  the  GAO 
can  persist  in  its  work  given  the  constant  attack  and  the  constant 
carping,  most  of  which  is  totally  without  merit,  and  a  fair  amount 
of  which  is  both  spiteful  and  vicious  and  quite  honestly  done  to 
strip  the  Congress  of  its  ability  to  know  what  is  going  on. 

Mr.  English,  I  think  we  should  be,  particularly  those  of  us  who 
have  used  the  GAO  a  great  deal  in  the  past  and  appreciate  the  fine 
work  that  they  have  done,  I  think  that  that  is  something  we  have 
got  to  be  concerned  about,  and  I  recognize  human  nature,  after  you 
attack  sharply,  there  is  that  human  tendency,  I  think,  to  perhaps 
question  your  own  statements  and  actions. 

But  in  this  case,  I  think  we  have  got  to  take  some  kind  of  action, 
Mr.  Chairman,  to  make  sure  that  GAO  not  only  retains,  regains 
that  edge  that  they  have  had  in  the  past,  and  that  they  have  got 
to  understand  that  their  job  is  to  call  them  the  way  they  see  them 
and  in  no  way  try  to  sugarcoat  it  or  to  provide  balance.  I  think  they 
have  got  to  let  us  know  exactly  the  way  they  see  it,  lay  it  out,  and 
only  in  that  way  can  the  Congress  be  best  served. 

That  is  what  disturbs  me  about  the  attacks  we  are  hearing.  I 
think  the  GAO  is  to  be  commended,  and  I  think  quite  frankly  we 
as  Members  of  Congress  have  to  make  sure  they  understand  the 
full  support  they  have  from  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  Mem- 
bers of  Congress. 

Mr.  Desigell.  I  agree  with  the  gentleman  and  I  thank  him, 

Mr.  Co^fYERS.  Mr.  Hastert  is  recognized. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Again,  my  other  Mr.  Chairman  is  sitting  at  the  table.  I  just  think 
in  a  sense  that  I  need  to  bring  another  perspective  of  this  thing  for 
balance. 

I  have  sat  through  Government  Operations  hearings  through  the 
7  years  I  have  been  here,  and  in  a  sense  this  may  sound,  Mr. 
Chairman,  a  little  partisan,  but  we  sit  usually  with  a  deficit  in 
committee  force  to  do  research  and  to  do  the  work.  For  a  number 
of  years  I  have  seen  GAO  detailees  come  to  committee  chairmen. 
Committee  chairmen  have  an  agenda  or  they  want  to  go  through 
and  certainly  a  lot  of  those  years  were  defending  an  administra- 
tion, sometimes  justly,  sometimes  on  a  partisan  basis.  Not  only 
being  on  demand,  but  also  having  GAO  detailees  sitting  behind  a 
chairman  doing  the  investigation,  writing  the  questions,  coming 
back  and  providing  the  answers  to  those  questions,  and  it  is  a  pret- 
ty stilted  situation. 

Again,  you  have  to  look  at  it  from  a  perspective  of  somebody  in 
the  minority,  that  enough  is  enough.  And  to  listen  to  this  tilting 
of  reports,  to  defend  what  the  desires  are  of  people  going  on  quests, 
is  more  than  sometimes  is  palatable. 

It  is  tough  to  bring  balance  to  that  from  our  perspective.  So 
sometimes  with  GAO's  quest  of  dotting  i's  or  crossing  t's,  and  put- 
ting accounting  data  in  little  boxes,  they  fail  to  look  at  the  big  issue 
and  tilt  the  whole  credibility  of  a  program,  whether  it  might  be  in 
the  Department  of  Energy  or  it  might  be  IRS.  I  have  had  experi- 
ence in  both  those  types  of  reports,  you  know,  it  doesn't  look  at  the 
big  picture  at  all,  but  just  discredits  a  program  because  not  every- 
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thing  fits  into  an  accountant's  world.  That  is  a  very  tilted  presen- 
tation I  have  seen.  And  I  have  spoken  out  against  that. 

So  there  are  those  of  us  who  sometimes  raise  questions.  I  think 
that  is  legitimate,  to  raise  questions  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  on 
the  legitimacy  of  those  GAO  reports. 

I  am  one  Member  that  at  some  point  is  fed  up  with  that 
tiltedness,  with  listening  to  it  and  having  to  deal  with  those  folks 
over  there,  and  their  not  being  fair  and  honest  with  the  reports. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  DiNGELL.  I  have  been  conducting  congressional  investiga- 
tions since  about  1960,  and  I  have  investigated  Republican  admin- 
istrations and  I  have  investigated  Democratic  administrations.  I 
don't  remember  any  one  of  them  that  didn't  make  the  same  kind 
of  complaint,  that  we  were  investigating  them  and  they  didn't  like 
it,  they  didn  t  like  what  we  found,  and  tney  would  attack  the  GAO. 
And  now,  during  the  time  the  gentleman  has  served  here,  we  have 
had  a  Republican  administration  to  investigate.  It  has  been  great 
fun,  I  have  enjoyed  it  mightily.  Now  we  are  going  to  have  a  Demo- 
cratic administration.  And  that  is  going  to  be  great  fun.  And  we  are 
going  to  investigate  them,  and  that  is  going  to  be  great  fun. 

I  just  don't  think  you  ought  to  think  that  the  Congress  sits  here 
and  carefully  cooks  things.  There  may  be  an  occasional  Member 
that  does  that;  there  may  be  an  occasional  chairman.  But  if  you 
look  at  the  work  product  of  our  committee,  on  which  you  serve  with 
great  distinction,  you  will  find  in  the  oversight  subcommittee  that 
our  business  is  conducted  in  an  open  and  bipartisan  fashion. 

Yes,  we  have  detailees  and  we  use  them  and  they  work  like  hell 
and  we  expect  them  to,  and  we  insist  they  come  forward  and  tell 
us  what  is  going  wrong.  If  a  witness  comes  before  the  committee 
under  oath  and  tells  the  committee  something  that  is  not  true,  I 
expect  them  to  tell  the  chairman,  "This  guy  is  not  leveling  with 
you,  Mr.  Dingell,  here  is  what  he  says  that  is  wrong,  and  here  is 
now  to  ask  the  questions  to  bring  out  the  full  truth." 

What  I  would  say  to  you  is  this.  I  have  investigated  Republican 
administrations,  I  have  investigated  Democratic  administrations.  I 
can't  recall  the  first  one  that  lilted  it,  but  I  can't  also  recall  an  in- 
stance that  our  committee  has  conducted  an  investigation  where 
our  work  has  not  been  fully  vindicated,  where  the  efforts  of  the 
GAO  people  have  not  attracted  honest  admiration  on  the  basis  of 
the  quality  and  the  care  of  the  work  they  did  both  when  they  were 
conducting  their  investigations  for  the  committee  and  doing  their 
audit  work  and  the  work  of  their  people  who  worked  with  us  on 
these  matters. 

And,  you  know,  you  will  find  that  there  has  never — I  can't  recall 
an  instance  where  the  Republican  members  of  our  oversight  sub- 
committee have  once  criticized  an  investigation  in  which  we  have 
been  engaged.  And  in  each  of  those  GAO,  and  the  inspectors  gen- 
eral have  been  an  intrinsic  part  of  that  work,  both  in  terms  of  occa- 
sionally detailees  and  occasionally — and  almost  invariably  the  qual- 
ity of  tne  work  they  did  in  the  audits. 

And  let  me  just  tell  you  something.  For  example,  we  investigated 
some  matters  in  the  securities  industry  which  led  ultimately  to  the 
collapse  of  the  Drexel  Burnham  Lambert  investment  house.  They 
quite  fi-ankly  should  have  collapsed,  because  the  practices  in  which 
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they  engaged  were  absolutely  outrageous.  And  we  found  some- 
where between  2,500  and  25,000  felonies  involved  in  the  way  they 
handled  not  insider  trading  but  insider  accounts,  which  are  dif- 
ferent, but  it  is  the  same  wonderful  opportunity  for  rascality  in  ei- 
ther instance. 

What  I  am  saying  to  you  is  that  without  the  help  of  the  dozen 
or  so  GAO  people  we  had  detailed  to  do  that  work,  we  would  never 
have  been  able  to  bring  that  to  conclusion.  We  were  doing  that  in 
cooperation  with  our  Republican  colleagues.  The  result  was  that 
the  SEC  came  forth  with  significant  changes  in  the  way  it  deals 
with  those  kinds  of  matters,  and  quite  honestly  a  firm  which  was 
engaged  in  some  very  shameful  practices  is  not  allowed  to  do  it 
anymore,  and  some  of  the  deserving  folks  in  that  firm  have  gone 
to  jail  where  they  can  reflect  on  their  wrongdoing. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Does  the  gentleman  seek  time? 

Mr.  English.  If  Mr.  Hastert  would  yield. 

Mr.  Hastert.  If  I  could  reply  for  just  a  second,  I  certainly  don't 
want  to  get  into  a  debate  with  you.  I  can't  do  that. 

Mr.  DiNGELL.  I  have  great  respect  for  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Hastert.  What  I  am  saying  also  is  that  my  experience — 
when  I  have  thought  I  have  seen  fault,  I  have  spoken  up.  Never 
once  in  Energy  and  Commerce  have  I  had  that  experience.  I  just 
think  there  are  some  times  when  there  is  need  for  criticism,  and 
it  should  be  talked  about. 

Because  I  think — I  come  out  of  a  situation,  when  I  was  in  the 
Illinois  General  Assembly,  I  ran  the  Illinois  Legislative  Investiga- 
tive Commission.  I  had  seven  investigators.  I  know  what  you  have 
to  do;  I  know  you  have  to  look  into  government  and  do  those 
things. 

I  think  when  it  happens,  it  has  to  be  balanced.  I  think  there  are 
times  that  they  are  not  balanced.  I  think  that  criticism  needs  to  be 
out  there. 

Mr.  Dengell.  We  are  in  basic  agreement.  I  don't  think  there 
should  be  wrongdoing  by  GAO  or  a  congressional  committee  or  by 
a  committee  chair.  I  agree  with  the  gentleman  in  that  regard.  The 
gentleman  is  a  very  valuable  member  of  our  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  are  questions  that  have  to  be  addressed 
carefully.  I  can  only  speak  on  behalf  of  one  committee  and  describe 
what  goes  on  there,  but  I  am  sure  the  same  high-quality  work  is 
seen  here  in  the  labors  of  this  committee  and  its  subcommittees, 
too. 

Mr.  English.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

I  want  to  say — again,  I  want  to  stress  this — the  reports  that  I 
have  gotten  back  as  I  have  chaired  the  subcommittee,  from  the 
General  Accounting  Office,  I  have  not  always  agreed  with  the  infor- 
mation sent.  At  times,  it  clashes  with  what  my  own  perceived  re- 
ality is  or  what  I  think  should  be  done.  But  that  still  does  not  per- 
suade me  that  just  because  that  report  is  in  disagreement  with  our 
own  beliefs  that  I  should  ignore  it  or  in  some  way  it  has  been  col- 
ored or  changed  in  any  way. 

I  can  certainly  appreciate  and  understand,  I  suppose,  if  one 
somehow  sees  that  as  some  kind  of  conspiracy  between  the  major- 
ity and  the  GAO,  you  know,  perhaps  I  would  have  felt  differently 
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about  it.  But  quite  frankly,  you  know,  I  had  a  little  different  per- 
spective. 

But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is,  they  don't  always  agree  with  me. 
They  don't  always  do  what  I  think  they  ought  to  be  doing,  and  cer- 
tainly in  the  reports  that  come  back. 

Let  me  say,  on  the  other  hand,  I  have  felt  exactly  as  the  gen- 
tleman has  fielt  for  the  last  12  years  under  Republican  administra- 
tions. There  have  been  issues  I  have  been  involved  in;  I  have  had 
exactly  the  same  kind  of  perception  that  evidently  he  has  with  re- 
gard to  the  GAO.  Maybe  that  has  something  to  do  with  the  fact 
there  is  a  difference  in  ideology,  there  is  a  difference  in  philosophy, 
there  is  a  difference  between  political  parties,  and  that  is  what  we 
are  dealing  with. 

Let  me  also  say  from  the  other  side  that,  as  far  as  staff  people, 
as  people,  in  carrying  out  and  ability  to  try  to  investigate  and  get 
to  the  bottom  line,  the  truth  of  the  matter — ^you  know,  those  12 
years,  that  administration  has  had  far  more  people  than  I  had  at 
my  disposal  as  a  subcommittee  chairman  or  even  with  the  GAO. 
There  is  no  way  we  can  match  the  number  of  people.  So  there  is 
a  balance  to  be  struck. 

And  let  me  also  say  that  I  have  had  detailees,  people  that  have 
been  provided  by  the  GAO — when  I  am  on  the  Agriculture  Commit- 
tee, we  were  getting  them  to  come  out  to  futures  trading  conven- 
tions, which  was  a  very  complex  issue  and  involved  Federal  inves- 
tigations; and  they  did  excellent  work.  I  can't  say  enough  about  the 
fine  job  they  did. 

As  far  as  I  know — certainly,  as  the  gentleman  knows,  when  he 
was  a  member  of  my  subcommittee,  anyone  that  had  any  work  they 
wanted  done  by  the  GAO,  I  was  delighted  to  see  that  done.  As  far 
as  I  know,  the  chairman  has  been  willing  to  provide  detailees  from 
GAO  any  time  anybody  has  requested  it.  All  they  have  to  do  is 
make  a  request. 

I  think  a  lot  of  what  happens — perhaps  it  is  perception  versus  re- 
ality, and  what  we  think  we  would  like  to  see  come  back  in  a  re- 
port doesn't  always  come  back.  And,  unfortunately,  what  we  believe 
is  the  truth  ain't  always  so.  Sometimes  it  is  different.  And  thank 
God  we  have  got  GAO  to  clear  the  thing  up,  so  at  least — we  can 
at  least  have  some  semblance  of  the  truth  around  here  sometimes. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  The  Chair  thanks  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma 
and  the  gentleman  of  Illinois,  who  is  a  valuable  member  of  this 
committee.  Chairman  Dingell,  I  want  you  to  know  that. 

Mr.  Dingell.  Thank  you,  also,  members  of  the  committee.  Again, 
I  want  to  reiterate,  my  comments  don't  indicate  the  smallest  lack 
of  respect  or  affection  for  my  friend,  Mr.  Hastert,  who  is  a  very  val- 
uable Member  of  this  body.  I  have  enormous  respect  for  him. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Mr.  Cox. 

Mr.  Cox.  Before  the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Michigan  and 
the  distinguished  chairman  leaves,  I  would  just  address  a  couple 
of  points  from  his  testimony. 

You  mentioned,  to  illustrate  that  GAO  reports  were  issued  on  an 
evenhanded  basis  to  Democrats  and  Republicans,  that  they  are  is- 
sued first  to  committees  and  also  to  individual  Members,  and  then 
you  read  names  of  individual  Members  who  have  requested  them 
on  the  Republican  side — GAO  reports — and  you  mentioned  that  I 
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had.  I  don't  know  about  the  vahdity  of  the  rest  of  the  list,  but  I 
haven't  requested  such  a  report,  so  vour  hst  is  in  error 

Mr.  DiNGELL.  Maybe  you  did  it  alone  or  maybe  you  did  it  in  con- 
cert with  others. 

Mr.  Cox.  The  only  time  my  name  has  ever  appeared  on  a  GAO 
report  is,  to  my  knowledge,  this  one  here,  which  was  sent  to  a 
number  of  committees;  and  it  just  listed  all  the  names  of  the  chair- 
men and  ranking  members  and  so  on.  But  it  was  not  a  request  I 
made. 

Mr.  DiNGELL.  I  would  like  to  suggest  you  use  their  services  more. 

Mr.  Cox.  Perhaps  so.  I  just  point  out  that  perhaps  the  informa- 
tion that  you  have  been  supplied  by  GAO  or  someone  else  might 
not  be  accurate. 

Second,  to  defend  the  National  Journal  and  the  reporting  con- 
cerning the  size  of  GAO  relative  to  other  congressional  staff,  I  don't 
think  it  is  fair  to  say  that,  compared  to  the  Pentagon,  it  isn't  that 
big.  It  is  a  little  like  saying  that  compared  to  the  distance  of  this 
hearing  room  to  the  sun,  Baghdad  is  one  one-billionth  of  the  dis- 
tance, and  therefore  we  could  walk  there  for  lunch. 

The  fact  is  that  with  5,000  staff,  GAO  does  comprise  roughly  one- 
quarter  of  all  legislative  staff.  I  know  the  chairman's  view  because, 
as  you  know,  I  brought  the  amendment  in  successive  years  to  the 
floor  during  our  legislative  appropriations  debate  to  limit  the  an- 
nual spending  for  GAO  to  one-third  of  a  billion  dollars.  And  the 
chairman,  I  recall,  in  his  summation  in  opposition,  suggested  that 
only  a  knave,  a  thief,  and  a  scoundrel  could  vote  for  such  an 
amendment. 

But  I  continue  to  believe  that  it  is  very,  very  large.  And  I  just 
point  out  that  we  have  grown  very,  very  much  in  recent  years. 
GAO  grew  14  percent  from  $358  to  $409  million  from  fiscal  year 
1990  to  1991;  and  another  8  percent,  $409  to  $443  million  from  fis- 
cal year  1991  to  1992.  This  year's  1  percent  cut,  it  seems  to  me, 
hardly  signals  a  change  of  direction. 

The  budget  is  still  twice  the  size  of  the  Library  of  Congress,  8 
times  the  size  of  CRS,  10  times  the  size  of  0MB,  and  21  times  the 
size  of  CBO.  I  think  the  National  Journal  is  right  on. 

Mr.  DiNGELL.  Let  me — I  have  taken  a  look  here  just  quickly  at 
the  list.  First  of  all,  on  July  3,  1992,  there  was  a  review  requested 
of  the  independent  counsel,  Lawrence  Walsh,  and  offices  of  the 
independent  counsels.  That  was  requested  by  Mr.  Allard,  Mr. 
Armey,  Mr.  Burton,  Mr.  Callahan,  Mr.  Coble,  Mr.  Cox — Mr.  Chris- 
topher Cox,  Representatives  Cunningham,  DeLay,  Duncan,  Inglis. 
It  might  just  have  slipped  your  mind. 

But  let's  just 

Mr.  Cox.  If  the  chairman  will  yield,  I  might  respond,  we  have 
asked  GAO  in  both  1993  and  1992  to  tell  us  how  many  of  the  re- 
ports that  have  actually  been  issued  were  in  response  to  Demo- 
crats' requests  and  Republicans'  requests  and  how  many  have  been 
jointly  requested  in  1992;  644  reports  were  issued,  according  to  the 
GAO,  in  response  to  Democrats'  requests  and  42  in  response  to  Re- 
publicans' requests.  Jointly  requested  were  73;  91  were  mandates 
and  were,  of  course,  officers;  and  44  were  issued  by  GAO  without 
request  on  a  partisan  basis. 
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Mr.  DiNGELL.  I  think  you  have  got  to  understand  that  around 
here  the  people  who  are  in  charge  of  running  the  committees  are 
Democrats.  It  just  happens  that  there  are  more  of  us  around  here, 
and  it  was  our  job  to  organize  the  House,  and  we  are  responsible 
for  conducting  the  business  of  the  House.  I  hope  you  are  not  of- 
fended if  we  occasionally  request  a  GAO  audit,  because  we  think 
it  helps  us  out  in  our  committee. 

These  audits  are  shared  by  the  Chair,  and  I  am  the  requestor  of 
a  large  number  of  audits — ^by  the  Chair  with  the  entire  member- 
ship of  the  committee — and  quite  honestly,  in  most  instances,  will 
you  find  that  the  senior  Republican  either  on  the  committee  or  sub- 
committee is  a  corequestor  of  these  matters  in  our  committee. 

I  can't  tell  you  how  other  things  are  done.  But  you  talk  about  the 
relative  size  of  GAO  and  how  they  have  grown. 

I  have  to  say  that  if  you  are  going  to  stop  rascality  in  govern- 
ment by  government  contractors,  you  are  going  to  see  to  it  the  laws 
are  faithfully  carried  out,  you  have  got  to  have  GAO.  You  have  to 
be  sure  somebody  does  the  accounting.  But  you  also  have  to  have 
a  guy  or  group  of  people  that  will  do  the  kind  of  work  you  have 
to  do  in  terms  of  performance  audits,  because  they  are  every  bit  as 
important  as  the  other  things. 

You  can  tell  they  have  got  a  fifth  or  quarter,  or  25  percent  or  50 
percent  or  95  percent  of  the  staffer  that  is  available  at  the  House 
or  the  Senate.  But  that  is — I  reiterate,  that  is  not  the  yardstick  you 
should  be  using  in  terms  of  looking  at  the  workload  that  the  GAO 
is  called  to  carry  forward.  GAO  only  has  0.16  of  the  budget  and  the 
number  of  people  they  have  got  at  the  Pentagon — and  they  only 
have  a  small  fraction,  just  1  percent  or  2  of  the  number  of  people, 
or  the  budget,  that  you  have  in  the  agency  they  are  supposed  to 
audit. 

Mr.  Cox.  You  meant  to  say  the  fraction  was  of  the  budget,  not 
of  the  manpower;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  DiNGELL.  Budget,  manpower;  take  it  any  way  you  want. 

Mr.  Cox.  It  makes  a  significant  difference.  If  we  compare  budgets 
of  significant  service  organizations,  we  might  learn  that  Price 
Waterhouse,  one  of  the  Nation's  major  accounting  firms — in  fact, 
one  of  the  world's  major  accounting  firms — spent  less  on  all  its 
managerial  audits  last  year  than  did  GAO. 

Mr.  DiNGELL.  I  don't  find  that  to  have  any  relevance  to  anything. 

Mr.  Cox.  I  think  it  is  directly  comparable  if 

Mr.  DiNGELL.  If  you  look  at  some  of  the  major  U.S.  accounting 
firms,  you  will  find  they  have  enormous  lawsuits  pending  against 
them  because  of  shoddy  work  that  they  have  done.  And  we  have 
investigated  accounting  and  accounting  practices  in  this  country 
and  we  have  found  there  are  about  $145  billion  in  outstanding — 
$145  billion,  not  million  or  thousand — in  outstanding  lawsuits 
against  major  accounting  firms,  some  years  back. 

Mr.  Cox.  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  because 

Mr.  Clinger.  May  I  interrupt  at  this  point? 

Mr.  DiNGELL.  That  is  because  they  do  sloppy  work.  And  the  prac- 
tical result  of  that  was  that  in  instances  where  they  settle  it,  they 
have  the  settlements  sealed  until  3  days  past  the  end  of  time. 

Now,  I  think  your  number  here  is  really  important.  GAO  has  got 
4,800  people.  EPA  has  got  21,000.  But  then  they  have  got  the  con- 
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tractors.  DOE  has  got  I  don't  know  how  many  thousands  or  mil- 
lions, but  then  they  have  got  the  contractors.  And  Christ  alone 
knows  how  many  people  the  contractor  has  working  for  them,  a  fair 
number  of  whom  are  diligently  trying  to  skim  the  taxpayers.  A 
similar  situation  occurs  at  DOE  and  DOD. 

You  have  to  have  people  here  at  GAO  who  will  go  out  and  help 
us  catch  wrongdoing,  make  money  be  returned. 

GAO's  total  budget  is  about  $800  million.  Every  year,  for  our 
committee,  they  help  us  catch  about  $2  billion.  If  this  committee 
performs  as  well  as  I  think  you  do,  you  catch  a  whale  of  a  lot  more 
because  you  have  a  bigger  budget  and  a  much  broader  jurisdiction. 

So  I  am  one  of  those  curious  fellows  that  regards  good  auditing, 
good  accounting,  good  congressional  oversight  as  a  good  investment 
of  the  taxpayers'  money,  not  a  waste  of  money. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Chairman  Dingell,  we  have  a  smaller  budget,  but 
a  larger  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Cox.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  yield  back  my  time,  but 
just  to  conclude,  I  would  get  back  to  this  point  whicn  I  opened 
with,  concerning  partisanship.  At  various  times,  the  chairman's 
own  committee  has  had  more  detailees  from  GAO  than  Republicans 
have  had  staff. 

Insofar  as  his  information  concerning  my  own  request,  my  only 
request  to  the  GAO  concerning  the  independent  counsel  which  you 
mentioned — I  think  I  have  got  to  address  this  for  the  record,  if  you 
will  permit  me — I  will  reclaim  my  time  before  you  respond,  Mr. 
Chairman.  Mr.  Chairman,  do  I  have  the  time? 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Let's  have  order  here.  Does  the  chairman  wish  to 
respond  or  are  you  concluded,  Mr.  Cox. 

Mr.  Cox.  I  will  just  finish,  Mr.  Chairman;  then  I  will  be  de- 
lighted to  listen  to  the  chairman. 

Mr.  Clinger.  We  do  have  other  Members  waiting  a  long  time, 
Mr.  Chairman.  This  has  been  a  very  interesting  exchange,  but  I 
think  in  the  hopes  of  moving  this  hearing  along 

Mr.  Cox.  The  GAO  is  required  by  statute,  to  my  knowledge,  to 
have  audited  the  independent  counsel,  and  I  joined  with  other  Re- 
publican Members  in  writing  the  GAO  to  ask  them  to  fulfill  their 
statutory  mandate  to  produce  a  report.  I  didn't  personally  ask  for 
the  GAO  report.  I  think  your  information  was  in  error. 

Mr.  Dingell.  I  bought  that.  But  let  me  just  observe,  I  have  al- 
ways told  my  Republican  Members  and  the  House  Administration 
Committee  that  I  have  signed  every  letter  that  the  Republicans 
have  ever  asked  for  detailees  from  GAO.  I  have  also  gotten  every 
nickel's  worth  of  staff  member  they  have  requested,  if  I  could,  and 
I  also  supported  them  in  getting  every  staff  member  that  they 
wanted. 

The  Republicans  on  our  committee  have  controlled,  in  entirety, 
their  whole  budget.  I  don't  tell  them  what  to  do  with  a  nickel  of 
it.  If  they  want  to  have  more  staff,  I  support  them  in  getting  it. 
If  they  want  to  have  more  people  on  the  payroll,  I  sign  the  vouch- 
ers so  they  get  the  people  they  want.  If  they  want  more  detailees, 
I  support  them  in  that,  too.  You  haven't  got  a  complaint  on  that 
in  our  committee. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  That  is  an  incredibly  generous  policy.  Chairman 
Dingell.  I  am  delighted  to  hear  that. 
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Mr.  Dengell.  I  think  my  Republican  colleagues  needed  staff  to 
know  what  is  going  on,  and  then  they  will  do  a  better  job. 

Mr.  Co^fYERS.  We  are  grateful  for  your  testimony.  It  has  been 
complete  and  thorough,  if  not  exhaustive.  I  think  we  are  prepared 
to  move  on  to  Mr.  Leach,  who  has  been  characteristically  generous. 

Mr.  DiNGELL.  I  thank  Mr.  Leach  for  his  patience. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  The  gentleman  from  Iowa  is  recognized. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JAMES  A.  LEACH,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  IOWA 

Mr.  Leach.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  dinger,  members  of 
the  committee.  In  the  wake  of  Chairman  Dingell's  testimony,  let 
me  assure  you  that  the  trough  that  I  will  attempt  to  plow  will  be 
quite  a  bit  narrower  and  substantially  briefer.  In  fact,  it  will  be  ex- 
tremely brief. 

I  want  to  make  three  points.  One  is,  when  we  are  talking  about 
the  GAO,  it  must  be  considered  in  the  context  of  our  constitutional 
responsibility  as  Members  of  Congress.  This  committee  under- 
stands better  than  any  committee  in  Congress  that  the  Constitu- 
tion posits  a  very  precise  oversight  accountability  in  the  Congress. 
What  the  GAO  is  all  about  is  oversight.  If  we  cripple  the  GAO,  we 
cripple  the  oversight  responsibility  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States. 

I  have  no  idea  what  the  appropriate  funding  level  for  the  GAO 
should  be,  but  I  am  very  concerned  that  it  not  be  cut  to  the  point 
that  the  demands  of  constitutional  accountability  will  be  put  to  the 
second  level. 

In  a  narrower  context,  as  a  member  of  the  Banking  Committee, 
the  work  of  the  GAO  has,  in  brief,  been  exceptional.  The  GAO  has 
been  the  closest  to  an  honest  successor  of  the  S&L  industry  in  the 
last  decade.  In  fact,  in  many  areas  the  GAO  is  the  only  credible 
agency  in  Washington  giving  advice  on  matters  relating  to  S&L 
problems. 

I  would  raise  one  minor  example.  There  have  been  many  policy 
changes  that  GAO's  actions  have  precipitated  has  caused  to  occur, 
but  one  of  the  most  interesting  is  in  the  area  of  certified  public  ac- 
counting, that  is,  in  the  private  sector.  In  the  wake  of  the  S&L 
scandal,  it  was  the  GAO  that  set  up  new  standards  for  generally 
accepted  accounting  practices  that  have  great  public  implications. 
It  was,  in  essence,  cleaning  up  a  private  sector  circumstance  that 
has  public  policy  spinoffs  that  GAO  led  the  way  and  for  which  I 
think  GAO  ought  to  be  given  a  great  deal  of  credit. 

I  am  very  much  aware — and  I  will  make  this  my  last  point— of 
concerns  that  have  been  raised  by  Members  of  the  minority  party, 
my  party.  These  concerns  tend  to  focus  on  the  GAO  being  too  close- 
ly allied  to  the  majority  party  in  Congress.  Personally,  I  think 
there  is  some  basis  for  that  concern.  But  some  of  that  concern  also 
springs  inevitably  from  the  fact  that  the  majority  party  and  its 
chairmen  play  a  larger  role  than  my  party  does  in  crafting  legisla- 
tion. 

But  I  would  say  with  regard  to  my  committee  of  jurisdiction,  the 
GAO  has  been  as  cooperative  with  the  minority  as  with  the  major- 
ity, and  not  only  do  I  have  no  complaints,  I  have  a  great  deal  of 
respect. 
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Finally,  in  this  context,  in  a  broader  perspective,  I  would  argue 
very  strenuously  that  at  this  particular  time,  the  GAO  is  particu- 
larly important  to  the  minority  political  party.  This  is  the  case  be- 
cause the  majority  party  now  is  the  party  of  the  administration, 
and  when  there  are  miscues  of  congressional  policy  or  mistakes  of 
administration  policy,  there  are  circumstances  that  develop  that, 
quite  frankly,  the  minority  party  cannot  get  congressional  commit- 
tee attention.  The  GAO  provides  an  outlet  for  investigation  of  that 
kind  of  miscue  that  is  of  not  trivial  proportion  and  that,  in  this  par- 
ticular political  circumstance,  I  think  the  minority  party  has  a  dis- 
proportionate vested  interest  in  the  GAO. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  just  argue  that  if  we  fail  to  maintain  a 
strong  and  viable  GAO,  the  Congress  will  in  effect,  give  a  permis- 
sive light  to  those  who  would  overlook  ethics.  The  Constitution 
pointedly  gives  Congress  oversight  responsibilities  that  can't  be 
shirked.  At  this  time,  the  minority  party  should  have  a  dispropor- 
tionate interest  in  seeing  the  GAO  is  not  weakened. 

I  thank  you  for  your  time,  and  I  appreciate  very  much  your  at- 
tention on  this  issue. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Leach  follows:] 


86 

STATEMENT  OF  THE  HONORABLE  JAMES  A.  LEACH 

BEFORE  COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS 

OCTOBER  26,  1993 


Thank  you  Chairman  Conyers,  Mr.  dinger  and  members  of  the  Committee  for 
the  opportunity  to  testify  today  on  the  GAO. 

In  the  largest  sense,  the  issue  of  GAO  funding  must  be  considered  in  the  context 
of  our  constitutional  responsibilities  as  Members  of  Congress.  One  of  the  most 
important  responsibilities  constitutionally  given  to  the  Congress  is  oversight.  Of  the 
failures  of  the  last  20  years  in  American  public  life,  one  that  stands  out  is  that  oversight 
has  been  too  lax,  not  too  vigorous.  Cripple  the  GAO,  and  we  cripple  the  very  heart  of 
congressional  oversight.  Now  more  than  ever,  the  public  is  demanding  accountability  in 
government  and  the  GAO  plays  a  critical  role  in  providing  that  accountability.  While  I 
personally  do  not  know  what  the  optimum  level  of  GAO  funding  and  staffing  is,  I  do 
know  that  we  must  ensure  that  funding  and  staffing  levels  meet  the  demands  of 
constitutional  accountability. 

In  a  narrower  context  I  would  like  to  comment  as  a  member  of  the  Banking 
Committee  on  the  GAO's  work  in  the  banking  area.  In  brief,  it  has  been  exceptional. 
The  GAO  has  been  and  continues  to  be  the  closest  thing  to  an  honest  assessor  of  the 
problems  in  the  S&L  industry.  Indeed,  in  the  late  I980's,  the  GAO  was  in  some  respects 
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the  only  credible  agency  in  Washington  on  matters  relating  to  thrift  problems.  The 
GAO  led  the  way  in  helping  to  correct  misleading  and  flawed  accounting  standards  for  a 
private  industry-certified  public  accounting-that  were,  in  part,  responsible  for  masking 
massive  losses  which  ultimately  became  the  responsibility  of  American  taxpayers.  GAO 
efforts  were  also  critical  to  the  ultimate  adoption  of  reforms  to  our  federal  deposit 
insurance  system  which  potentially  saved  millions,  if  not  billions,  of  dollars.  And,  this 
year  alone,  the  GAO,  in  addition  to  providing  briefings  and  expert  witnesses,  has 
provided  the  Banking  Committee  with  13  reports,  of  a  unique  high  quality,  including  one 
I  recently  requested  on  the  role  of  speculation  in  foreign  currency  markets. 

I  am,  of  course,  aware  of  concerns  that  have  been  raised  by  members  of  the 
minority  party.  These  concerns  tend  to  focus  on  the  GAO  being  too  closely  identified 
with  the  majority  party  in  the  Congress.  Admittedly  there  is  some  basis  for  concern, 
some  of  which  springs  inevitability  from  the  fact  that  the  majority  party  and  its 
committee  chairmen  play  a  larger  role  than  the  minority  in  crafting  legislation.  But  with 
regard  to  the  work  of  the  Banking  Committee,  I  would  like  to  stress  that  the  GAO  has 
always  been  as  cooperative  with  the  minority  as  with  the  majority. 

In  a  broader  perspective,  I  would  posit  that  the  GAO  is  particularly  important  to 
the  minority  party  in  Congress  when  the  majority  party  is  also  the  party  of  the  Executive 
Branch.   When  govenunent  goes  awry  in  a  partisan  context  there  are  certain 
circumstances  within  conmiittee  structures  under  which  the  minority  cannot  or  does  not 
receive  cooperation  for  investigations  or  reviews  of  Congressional  miscues  or  Executive 
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Branch  mistakes.   Under  such  circumstances,  the  GAO  can  be  called  upon  by  the 
minority  to  assess  a  variety  of  policies  and  actions  that  otherwise  might  be  buried  in  a 
tomb  of  silence. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  argue  that  if  we  fail  to  maintain  a  strong  and  viable  GAO, 
the  Congress  will,  in  effect,  give  a  permissive  light  to  those  who  want  to  fudge  the  law  or 
set  aside  ethics.    The  Constitution  pointedly  gives  Congress  programmatic  oversight 
responsibilities  that  cannot  be  shirked.  All  of  us  have  an  enormous  stake  in  a  strong  and 
viable  GAO.  But,  uniquely,  at  this  time  the  minority  party  should  have  a 
disproportionate  interest  in  seeing  that  the  GAO  is  not  weakened. 

Thank  you. 
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Mr.  CoNYERS,  We  appreciate  your  concern,  testimony,  and  will- 
ingness to  join  us  for  this  length  of  time,  Jim.  This  is  a  very  impor- 
tant hearing.  This  is  an  important  agency,  and  the  Members'  testi- 
mony is  critical  to  the  purpose  for  which  we  have  come  here  this 
morning.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  am  now  pleased  to  recognize  Robert  Walker,  the  gentleman 
from  Pennsylvania,  who  himself  served  with  great  distinction  on 
Government  Operations,  and  with  whom,  while  he  was  a  member 
of  that  committee,  and  even  still  now,  I  have  enjoyed  a  very  good 
relationship. 

Welcome,  Bob. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ROBERT  S.  WALKER,  A  REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  Walker.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  delighted  to  be 
with  you  today  and  be  back  in  this  committee  room  where  we  have 
had  a  number  of  interesting  debates  over  the  years.  Obviously,  this 
is  going  to  be  another  one  of  those. 

When  I  first  came  to  Congress,  one  of  the  reasons  I  asked  to  be 
on  the  Government  Operations  Committee  was  largely  because  of 
the  work  that  is  done  in  oversight  investigations  on  this  committee. 
Another  part  of  my  reason  for  doing  so  was  also  because  of  the 
work  I  knew  went  on  with  the  GAO  and  the  ability  of  this  commit- 
tee to  access  the  GAO  for  a  number  of  those  investigations. 

At  that  time,  I  will  tell  you  that  I  did  think  the  GAO  was  one 
of  the  most  respected  institutions  in  Washington.  They  were  re- 
spected largely  because  they  were  seen  as  nonpartisan, 
nonideological,  and  uncompromised. 

My  concern  has  been,  over  the  last  several  years,  that  I  think 
some  of  that  has  been  put  aside,  and  that  we  have  begun  to  see 
reports  that  do  not  reflect  the  kind  of  respect  that  they  had  before. 
And  I  will  tell  you  that  one  of  the  reasons  why  I  think  that  is  the 
case  is  because  they  have  become  more  and  more  a  tool  of  the 
agenda  of  the  Congress,  rather  than  a  tool  of  investigation  of  the 
overall  government. 

Let  me  give  you  a  couple  of  things  where  I  think  that  is  the  case. 
Instead  of  being  nonpartisan,  we  have  begun  to  see,  at  least  from 
the  minority  side,  a  tilt  toward  the  majority.  That  may  be,  in  fact, 
for  the  reasons  that  Chairman  Dingell  outlined,  that  you  run  the 
place  and  so  therefore  are  going  to  access  the  tools  of  the  Congress. 
Particularly  over  the  last  12  years,  when  there  has  been  an  admin- 
istration of  the  Republican  party,  this  was  certainly  an  access  point 
for  you  to  get  the  kinds  of  materials  that  you  needed. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  seems  to  me  that  in  the  process,  the  GAO 
has  been  hurt. 

I  also  believe  that  instead  of  being  nonideological,  an  awful  lot 
of  GAO  reports  have  begun  now  to  tilt  toward  the  ideological  agen- 
da of  the  requestor.  I  don't  know  that  that  is  as  much  the  fault  of 
the  GAO  as  it  is  the  fact  that  the  people  doing  the  request  ask  the 
questions  in  a  very  specific  way  so  that  the  outcome  of  the  GAO 
report  is  largely  one  which  was  predestined,  based  upon  questions 
that  were  asked.  People  have  become  very  clever  in  the  way  they 
have  formulated  what  it  is  they  want  back  from  the  report,  because 
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they  know  exactly  how  they  want  to  use  it  in  the  end.  But  that  also 
has  undermined,  it  seems  to  me,  the  credibility  of  the  GAO. 

And  finally,  I  believe  that  the  GAO  has  been  compromised  along 
the  line  because  I  think  that  they  have  begun  to  have  a  tilt  toward 
whatever  the  political  agenda  is  on  Capitol  Hill.  Let  me  tell  you  the 
one  figure  I  think  is  stunning  in  all  of  this,  and  that  is,  back  in 
1980,  670  percent  of  all  the  GAO  reports  were  self-initiated.  Today, 
about  that  same  number  are  initiated  because  of  requests  out  of 
the  Congress.  When  they  were  doing  self-initiated  reports,  they  had 
a  great  deal  of  respect  for  those  reports  because  they  are  going 
after  items  that  they  believed  were  in  the  national  interest  to  do. 

Now,  the  question  of  interest  is  whatever  Capitol  Hill  has  as  an 
interest  or  whatever  Congress  has  as  an  interest,  and  that  may  not 
reflect  necessarily  where  the  national  interest  lies.  Let  me  give  you 
some  statistics  and  some  questions  that  I  have  about  GAO. 

First  of  all,  I  would  agree  with  the  point  made  by  Mr.  Cox  earlier 
about  the  numbers  of  requests.  The  figures  I  have  here  differ  a  lit- 
tle bit,  but  it  gives  you  some  idea  of  where  we  think  the  dispropor- 
tionate problem  lies. 

In  1992,  according  to  the  figures  I  have,  GAO  received  1,772  re- 
quests which  they  completed  for  the  Congress;  this  is  1,416  for 
Democrats,  and  356  for  Republicans.  That  almost  a  4-to-l  ratio. 
That  gives  us  some  concern. 

When  you  look  at  the  committee  requests,  it  is  the  same  thing. 
Even  Mr.  Bowsher  said  the  actual  ratio  is  8  or  9  out  of  10.  So  it 
really  is  a  pretty  substantial  figure  of  difference  between  the  two. 

Here  is  the  problem  that  some  of  us  have  as  Republicans.  It  is 
known  that  in  some  instances  Republicans  can  make  a  request  on 
their  own  and  expect  it  to  be  complied  with.  For  instance,  as  rank- 
ing member  of  the  Science,  Space  and  Technology  Committee,  if  I 
make  a  request  in  that  area,  it  is  likely  to  be  followed  through.  In 
fact,  they  are  doing  some  work  for  me  now,  and  I  am  very  grateful 
for  the  cooperation  I  have  had. 

The  problem  for  the  minority  is  if,  in  fact,  I  want  to  step  outside 
that  area  and  try  to  get  a  report  done,  you  find  a  great  deal  of  re- 
sistance. 

For  example,  as  a  member  of  this  committee,  I  helped  write — in 
fact,  I  am  considered  the  author  of  the  Drug- Free  Workplace  Act. 
One  of  the  pieces  of  that  bill  was,  it  required  compliance  by  the 
Congress.  We  know  that  around  the  Congress  there  is  a  very,  very 
large  noncompliance  with  that. 

One  of  the  things  I  asked  GAO  to  do 

Mr.  CONYERS.  There  is? 

Mr.  Walker.  Yes,  there  is,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  That  is  very  interesting. 

Mr.  Walker.  Seventy-five  percent  of  the  Congress  is  not  in  com- 
pliance with  the  Drug-Free  Workplace  Act. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  You  mean  the  Members  or  the  staffs? 

Mr.  Walker.  Well,  it  is  a  little  of  both. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Both? 

Mr.  Walker.  Yes. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  That  is  very  interesting. 
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Mr.  Walker.  I  asked  GAO  some  years  ago  to  investigate  that,  I 
wanted  to  get  firm  figures.  I  wanted  to  have  figures  from  which  to 
work. 

What  I  was  told  at  that  point  was,  I  could  not  request  that  inves- 
tigation. And  I  was  told  in  a  letter  from  GAO  that  the  leadership 
of  the  House  would  have  to  request  such  an  investigation.  In  a  sub- 
sequent meeting  I  asked  whether  or  not  Bob  Michel,  minority  lead- 
er, could  request  that  investigation  as  a  Member  of  the  Leadership 
of  the  House.  I  was  told  no,  that  Michel  couldn't  request  it;  the  only 
way  such  a  request  could  be  done  is  if  a  Democrat  signed  on  to  it. 

So  the  only  way  such  an  investigation  could  take  place  is  if  there 
was  a  bipartisan  request  in  this  particular  instance,  because  it  was 
felt  that  this  might  end  up  reflecting  poorly  on  the  Congress. 

What  I  will  say  to  you  is,  I  believe  that  ends  up  being  a 
nonrequest.  Obviously,  the  Democratic  leadership  of  the  Congress 
did  not  want  such  a  report  done,  finding  a  Democrat  to  sign  on  to 
such  a  request  was  an  impossibility,  so  an  impossible  standard  was 
set  and  no  investigation  was  done. 

We  are  not  getting,  then,  the  kind  of  response  from  GAO  that 
would  be  expected  if  truly  honest  brokers  were  working  at  it. 

The  other  question  I  have  and  the  other  problem  I  have  in  the 
way  this  works  is  the  fact  that  the  requestor  of  these  reports  can 
oflen  hold  them  for  their  own  purposes  and  can  control  the  access 
and  the  release  of  those  reports.  What  we  have  found  happens  in 
many  cases  is  those  reports  are  done  unknown  to  the  minority  side. 
In  other  words,  Democratic  chairmen  request  these  on  their  own; 
they  do  not  need  bipartisan  consent  in  order  to  get  their  reports 
done.  The  reports  are  held;  many  times  the  minority  is  not  even 
informed  that  the  report  was  being  done. 

We  find  out  about  it  about  15  minutes  before  it  is  released  at  a 
meeting  or  at  a  press  conference.  It  is  done  in  a  way  to  try  to  dam- 
age a  point  of  view  and  advance  another  point  of  view.  And  we  are 
in  a  position,  then,  of  not  debating  the  issue  but  debating  whether 
or  not  the  GAO  is  right  or  wrong  on  these  points. 

The  GAO,  in  that  case,  has  been  used  very,  very  narrowly  for  the 
purpose  of  one  person,  often  a  committee  chairman  or  a  subcommit- 
tee chairman  who  is  advancing  a  particular  agenda. 

I  just  think  that  leads  to  a  lot  of  partisan  concerns  about  these 
reports.  If  you  have  had  it  done  to  you  enough  times,  you  come  to 
the  conclusion  at  that  point  that  GAO  is,  in  fact,  in  cahoots  with 
the  chairman  and  that  you  are  being  cut  out  of  the  process. 

One  of  the  reforms  that  needs  to  be  done  is  that  the  minority, 
or  everybody  on  the  subcommittee,  ought  to  know  about  these  re- 
ports being  done.  They  ought  not  be  sprung  on  you  without  ad- 
vance warning. 

On  the  question  of  detailees,  I  will  say  that  I  think  there  has 
been  some  improvement  in  that  area.  The  improvement  came  afler 
a  good  deal  of  intense  pressure.  The  ability  of  Charlie  Rose  and  Bill 
Thomas  to  sign  off  on  these  things  has  helped  in  that  regard. 

We  have  cut  back  from  127  detailees  to  about  30  right  now.  That 
is  a  considerable  change  in  the  climate.  It  is  a  system  that,  in  my 
view,  has  been  abused  in  past  years,  and  some  of  the  corrections 
that  have  been  done  there  are  much  welcomed. 
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I  hope  we  can  correct  some  of  these  other  problems  so  we  can 
take  GAO  back  to  being  the  kind  of  respected  institution, 
bipartisanly,  as  it  was  when  I  first  arrived  at  this  committee. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Walker.  We  will  keep  your  rec- 
ommendations in  mind  because  you  have  been  on  the  committee, 
and  you  are  still  using  them  on  another  committee.  Your  points  are 
well  taken. 

You  mav  be  surprised  to  know  there  has  been  some  modification 
of  the  rules  that  will  already  accommodate  the  points  that  you 
have  made. 

Any  questions  or  comments? 

Mr.  dinger. 

Mr.  Clinger.  I  would  just  like  to  thank  Mr.  Walker  for  his  very 

food  testimony.  I  think  you  have  raised  a  lot  of  the  issues  that 
ave  been  of  concern  to  the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle.  That  is 
one  of  the  reasons  we  are  holding  these  hearings  to  try  and  address 
those  and  make  sure  GAO  understands  the  nature  of  the  concerns. 

You  have  outlined  it  very  thoroughly.  I  think  we  will  get  into 
that  in  more  detail  as  we  go  through  the  hearing  today. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Mr.  Cox. 

Mr.  Cox.  I  would  like  to  underscore  the  point  that  Congressman 
Walker  makes  concerning  the  practice  of  requesting  that  GAO  em- 
bargo a  report.  This  has  been  something  by  which  I  have  been  vic- 
timized as  ranking  member  on  a  subcommittee  repeatedly.  I  have 
discussed  it  with  the  Comptroller  General,  and  I  hope  we  can  fix 
this  problem. 

The  information  that  has  been  provided  to  me  as  of  October  25, 
1993,  is  that  during  fiscal  1993,  the  Democratic  chairman  and 
Members  who  requested  that  GAO  embargo  a  report  until  they 
themselves  released  it,  totaled  339;  Republicans  who  have  asked 
that  that  be  done,  4 — 339  to  4. 

I  am  sorry  that  any  Republicans  have  requested  that  that  be 
done,  but  certainly  this  is  a  partisan  phenomenon,  and  it  ought  to 
be  stopped. 

Mr.  Walker.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

I  remember  one  instance  that  came  out  of  this  committee,  it  was 
a  subcommittee  chairman  on  this  committee  that  requested  a  re- 
port about  an  agency  that  was  going  to  be  used  in  a  very,  very  po- 
litical way.  A  vote  was  due  on  the  floor  in  the  next  few  days,  and 
a  press  conference  was  going  to  be  used  on  this  report.  They  were 
told  that  it  was  totally  embargoed,  not  even  the  administrator  of 
the  agency  could  look  at  the  report,  and  no  Republican  was  also 
permitted  to  look  at  the  report. 

I  just  think  that  that  is  an  abuse  of  the  process.  I  think  that,  in 
that  instance,  the  agency  should  have  been  at  least  made  aware  of 
what  was  going  to  be  in  the  report  so  they  could  properly  respond 
to  it.  As  it  turned  out,  some  of  the  information,  as  it  was  used  by 
the  person,  ended  up  being  misleading,  and  certainly  at  that  point 
the  Republicans  on  the  subcommittee  should  have  been  able  to  re- 
spond if,  indeed,  thev  wanted  to  do  so. 

I  just  think  that  kind  of  abuse  of  the  use  of  process  is  abusive. 

Mr.  Cox.  I  am  sure  you  find,  as  ranking  member  of  the  commit- 
tee, that  when  the  GAO  is  doing  work  for  your  committee,  it  would 
be  helpful — not  in  any  way  an  interference  with  the  achievement 
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of  your  objective — if  you  could  cooperate  with  the  majority  in  both 
the  request  and  in  analyzing  the  report. 

I  can't  think  of  any  reason,  even  if  you  didn't  agree  with  the  re- 
quest and  the  Democrat  who  made  it,  that  you  couldn't  be  apprised 
of  the  fact  and  kept  up  to  speed  while  the  report  was  being  devel- 
oped. And  I  certainly  can't  think  of  any  reason  it  ought  to  be  secret. 

I  have  read  very  carefully  all  of  the  statutory  bases  for  the  GAO's 
authority,  and  I  don't  see  any  requirement  that  when  a  Member  of 
Congress,  acting  alone  or  as  chairman  of  a  committee,  says,  don't 
show  this  to  Members  of  the  other  party,  that  the  GAO  should  go 
along  with  it.  This  isn't  fulfilling  the  national  security.  These  kinds 
of  secrets  are  only  partisan  secrets. 

Mr.  Walker.  I  agree  with  the  gentleman.  The  relationship  that 
George  Brown  and  I  have  had  has  been  one  of  cooperation  on  this. 
I  think  you  have  the  ability  to  ask  the  right  questions,  if  you  want 
a  factual  report,  if  both  the  minority  and  majority  are  cooperating 
in  the  request.  It  assures  that  both  sides'  questions  get  asked.  It 
assures  that  a  report  is  not  skewed  in  a  particular  way  in  its  final 
release,  and  I  think  you  get  a  much  better  product  out  of  that. 

So  that  is,  in  fact,  the  ideal,  and  I  think  that  is  what  GAO  would 
prefer  to  do,  to  have  bipartisan  requests  on  these  so  they  can  go 
to  both  parties.  But  the  abusive  practice  has  been  that  single  par- 
ties have  been  able  to  request  it.  For  the  most  part  they  have  tend- 
ed to  be  Democrats,  committee  chairmen,  people  with  an  agenda. 
And  that  has,  in  fact,  I  think  undermined  the  credibility  of  the  en- 
tire process. 

Mr.  CoiSTYERS.  John  Spratt. 

Mr.  Spratt.  I  don't  have  any  questions.  Thank  you  Mr.  Chair- 
man, Mr.  Walker. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Dennis  Hastert. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  the  com- 
ments from  the  gentleman  from  Pennsylvania.  I  would  comment, 
you  have  found  in  the  reports,  many  times,  even  though  when  a 
GAO  report  comes  up,  it  tends  to  be  a  nonbiased  report,  that  the 
editorial  comment,  and  even  the  title — sometimes  the  title  is  in- 
flammatory, completely  taken  out  of  context;  and  that  is  what  ends 
up  in  the  headlines. 

Mr.  Walker.  I  think  that  is  the  problem  you  have  if  a  GAO  re- 
port becomes  a  part  of  what  is  essentially  a  political  agenda.  People 
can  cherry-pick  out  of  the  report  if  in  fact  they  have  controlled  the 
report.  The  initial  story  on  the  report  is  going  to  be  the  only  thing 
that  people  and  the  puolic  are  going  to  focus  on. 

If  all  you  do  is  show  up  at  a  press  conference  with  a  report  that 
has  a  great  title  on  it  and  then  you  cherry-pick  out  of  it  a  few  items 
that  you  put  forward  as  a  press  release,  until  everybody  has  a 
chance  to  read  the  report;  and  the  secondary  stories,  if  they  are 
written,  and  the  real  factual  nature  that  may  be  contained  within 
it  has  been  lost  in  the  public  discussion.  The  fact  is,  the  report  has 
been  used  as  a  political  document  at  that  point. 
■  Mr.  Hastert.  And  you  find,  like  myself — many  times  you  talk 
about  partisan,  and  tne  gentleman  from  Michigan  and  the  chair- 
man of  the  Energy  and  Commerce  Committee  talked  about  par- 
tisan, this  isn't  partisan  at  all.  It  is  just  an  agenda  out  there  that 
somebody  wants  to  push. 


94 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  right.  In  many  cases  it  is  an  ideological 
agenda  rather  than  a  poHtical  agenda,  or  it  may  be  a  personal 
agenda.  We  have  had  people  around  here  that  pursue  personal 
agendas  and  used  GAO  as  the  backup  for  a  personal  agenda. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  You  are  welcome. 

Mrs.  Thurman. 

Mrs.  Thurman.  Mr.  Walker,  I  don't  pretend  to  know  about  all 
the  GAO  reports  that  have  happened  out  here,  but  I  will  agree 
with  you  on  one  thing,  and  my  experience  has  been  that  whatever 
an  independent — it  is  a  personal  kind  of  thing  where  you  go  in  and 
ask  the  questions,  I  couldn't  agree  with  you  more.  I  don't  know  how 
you  fix  that. 

I  certainly  think  the  opportunity  ought  to  be  given  to  GAO  that 
they  can  do  things  more  on  their  own,  more  on  a  scheduled  basis; 
and  certainly  in  conjunction  with  looking  at  the  performance  audit- 
ing, too,  because  I  think  we  do  get  a  skewed  view  of  what  happens 
in  government,  not  because  of  them,  but  because  they  have  been 
asked  to  do  things  a  certain  way,  they  have  been  given  the  right 
questions.  And,  quite  honestly,  I  think  that  may  be  some  part  of 
the  title  issue  as  well. 

And  I  would  be  interested,  too — it  is  my  understanding  that  all 
these  reports  have  to  be  made  public  within  30  days.  So  there  is 
that  opportunity — I  mean,  I  don't  know  how  you  stop  agencies  or 
people,  because  I  am  sure  that  we  both  would  agree,  at  least  from 
what  I  have  seen  over  the  years,  that  both  sides  would  use  that 
to  whatever  advantage  there  was.  So  I  think  there  are  probably 
abuses  on  both  sides  of  that — maybe  it  is  the  committee  or  the  per- 
son or  whatever — that  you  would  have  that  time  to  review  it,  but 
that — where  nobody  could  report  it  or  let  it  out  into  the  public  until 
after  that  30-day  review,  so  everybody  had  that  opportunity. 

Mr.  Walker.  That  might  be  a  correction. 

Let  me  just  make  a  couple  of  points  about  what  you  said.  I  would 
be  far  more  comfortable  if  the  reports  being  done  by  the  GAO  were 
self-initiated,  going  back  to  the  old  standard.  I  would  much  rather 
see  them  doing  things  that  were  self-initiated  rather  than  congres- 
sionally  initiated. 

I  would  also  tell  you  that  I  think  that  the  way  in  which  you  as- 
sure that  the  right  questions  get  asked  is  to  have  at  least  some  bi- 
partisan cooperation  or  at  least  a  couple  of  Members  signing  on  to 
these,  so  that  there  are  several  questions  being  asked,  and  it  is  not 
just  one  agenda. 

As  I  say,  we  have  found  in  the  Science,  Space  and  Technology 
Committee  that  that  is  certainly  the  case,  where  George  Brown  and 
I  are  both  cooperating  on  getting  the  questions  asked.  We  tend  to 
maybe  not  want  the  same  questions  asked,  but  the  combination  of 
the  two  makes  certain  you  get  a  far  more  balanced  report. 

Finally,  the  30-day  rule  is,  in  fact,  right.  These  reports  do  become 
public.  But  if  you  never  knew  the  report  was  being  done,  the 
chances  of  your  finding  it  30  days  later — when  nobody  has  paid  any 
attention  to  it,  it  didn  t  come  out  the  way  somebody  wanted  it,  and 
so  therefore  they  basically  buried  it  and  didn't  do  anything  more 
with  it — the  chance  of  your  finding  that  in  the  busyness  of  every- 
thing else  you  do  around  here  is  not  real  good. 
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On  the  other  hand,  you  know,  if  you  have  somebody  who  likes 
what  they  have  got  and  is  trumpeting  it  through  a  press  release 
or  press  conference  or  something  like  that,  those  GAO  reports  be- 
come known. 

You  may  suggest  a  rather  good  solution  here,  and  that  is  to  put 
the  30  days  up  front,  to  say  there  is  a  30-day  review  process  where 
the  report  would  go  to  the  entire  committee,  or  to  the  entire  sub- 
committee, before  it  is  to  be  released,  for  their  review  prior  to  the 
press  conference  being  held,  so  that  there  is  an  opportunity  here 
for  people  to  have  some  chance  to  review  it. 

It  may  not  even  have  to  be  30  days;  if  you  gave  even  15  days 
for  people  to  review  the  material  before  somebody  goes  out  and 
trumpets  it  at  a  press  conference,  that  would  certainly  be  a  help. 
And  that  probably  should  particularly  be  done  where  there  has 
been  no  more  than  one  person  requesting  the  report.  If  it  is  a  com- 
mittee-based report  the  fact  is,  you  do  get  them  up  front.  But  prob- 
ably what  we  need  is  a  standard  to  assure,  where  one  person  has 
requested  a  report,  that  a  variety  of  people  have  a  chance  to  reflect 
on  it  before  it  is  made  public. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Craig  Thomas. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Walker,  are  you  familiar  with  the  oversight  board  in  the  Of- 
fice of  Technological  Assessment? 

Mr.  Walker.  Just  generally,  yes. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  am  just  wondering  if  you  think  there  would  be 
merit  in  having  some  kind  of  a  bipartisan  review.  No.  1,  to  deal 
with  the  numbers;  No.  2,  to  deal  with  the  topics,  the  subjects,  so 
that  there  was  some  sort  of  a  process  through  which  these  studies 
would  be  reviewed? 

Mr.  Walker.  Where  you  would  kind  of  peer-review  them  before 
they  would  actually  undertake  them;  instead  of  GAO  finding  itself 
in  a  position  of  being  pressured,  there  would  be  kind  of  another  ap- 
peals board,  almost. 

Mr.  Thomas.  For  example,  in  public  lands,  with  which  I  happen 
to  be  familiar,  I  think  the  number  is  around  17  of  these  similar  re- 
ports that  were  made;  and  they  were  designed  to  continue  an  issue. 
I  just  wondered  if  you  think  that  might  be 

Mr.  Walker.  I  would  be  interested  to  know  what  GAO  would 
think  about  that,  whether  or  not  this  adds  a  tier  of  people 

Mr.  Thomas.  They  don't  think  much  of  it,  as  a  matter  of  fact. 

I  have  a  bill  which  does  a  number  of  things,  encourages  the  pri- 
vate— I  mean,  the  initiative  of  their  own;  but  obviously  I  don't  want 
to  be  encumbered  by  anything,  and  I  don't  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  Walker.  I  understand;  but  the  only  reason  I  raised  the  cau- 
tion is,  you  know,  I  am  not  sure  that  you  want  a  bipartisan  panel 
that  sorts  out  things  that  really  do  need  to  be  done,  but  reflect 
upon  the  establishment.  Those  panels  sometimes  become  establish- 
ment oriented  groups,  as  well;  and  you  know,  I  don't  want  to  block 
something  from  getting  done  that  absolutely  needs  to  be  done. 

Mr.  Thomas.  But  you  can't  have  it  both  ways.  You  have  to  have 
some  sort  of  a  system,  or  else  you  have  got  what  you  have  got. 

Mr.  Walker.  I  agree,  but  you  go  back  to  the  point  that  I  would 
be  far  more  comfortable  if  GAO  was  to  make  some  of  those  deci- 
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sions  internally  and  then  suffer  the  consequences  of  the  priorities 
they  pick.  That  is  not  going  to  insulate  them  from  criticism,  be- 
cause the  priorities,  then,  that  they  are  picking  would  be  subject 
to  criticism.  But  at  least  they  would  be  doing  the  job  of  an  honest 
broker. 

And  my  guess  is  that  in  the  course  of  a  year,  they  would  not — 
or  in  the  course  of  a  couple  of  years,  they  would  not  do  17  studies 
on  public  lands.  They  might  do  one,  because  it  is  an  important 
study,  but  my  guess  is  they  wouldn't  be  doing  17  separate  reports 
if  they  were  self-initiating. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  understand.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Thank  you  very  much.-  Bill  Zelifif,  the  gentleman 
from  New  Hampshire. 

Mr.  Zeliff.  I  don't  have  any  questions. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Mica,  the  gentleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  Mica.  Mr.  Walker — thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman — if  I  might  di- 
vert from  some  of  the  line  that  you  have  gotten  into,  the  spin  that 
is  put  on  some  of  these  reports,  et  cetera,  to  ask  a  question  about 
oversight  of  these  overseers.  I  respect  your  judgment,  you  are  sort 
of  known  as  the  pit  bull  on  the  floor  of  the  House  of  Representa- 
tives, looking  out  for  right 

Mr.  Walker.  That  is  one  of  the  better  things  I  am  known  as. 

Mr.  Mica  [continuing].  Truth,  justice,  and  the  American  way. 
But  I  have  before  me  a  report  on  the  cost  of  Mr.  Bowsher's — the 
head  of  GAO,  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United  States — ^his 
driver;  and  this  reveals  about  $25,000  in  overtime;  $60,000  is  his 
salary,  $60,585,  in  fact. 

Maybe  this  gentleman  earned  that  money,  but  my  question  is, 
what  is  your  recommendation,  as  sort  of  the  congressional  pit  bull, 
to  oversee  the  overseers  with  these  kinds  of  activities? 

Mr.  Walker.  I  would  suggest  you  have  some  very  good  questions 
to  ask  Mr.  Bowsher  here  in  a  couple  of  moments. 

Mr.  Mica.  Do  you  have  any  specific 

Mr.  Walker.  Obviously,  as  a  congressional  agency,  they  are  sub- 
ject to  the  same  kind  of  oversight  that  the  leadership  is  here.  And 
leadership  perks  and  privileges  constantly  come  under  review. 

This  is  the  appropriate  committee.  I  congratulate  Chairman  Con- 
yers  for  giving  you  the  opportunity  to  have  this  kind  of  hearing,  be- 
cause having  been  on  this  committee  for  a  number  of  terms  here, 
I  think  this  is  the  appropriate  committee  to  be  doing  this  kind  of 
work  and  to  be  looking  into  this  particular  matter,  because  this  is 
the  committee,  ultimately,  that  I  think  bears  the  greatest  respon- 
sibility for  making  certain  that  GAO  has  credibility. 

Mr.  Mica.  One  of  the  problems  I  have — and  I  won't  belabor  this 
point — is,  I  started  out  here  some  months  ago  mentioning  that  the 
majority  party — I  am  not  sure  if  you  are  aware  of  this — when  we 
started  out,  had  55  investigative  staff;  the  minority  party  had  5  in- 
vestigative staff.  When  the  Republicans,  the  other  party,  controlled 
the  White  House,  it  was  one  situation.  Now  you  have  them  control- 
ling the  Congress,  both  Houses — the  House,  the  Senate — and  also 
the  executive  branch. 
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I  am  just  wondering  if  we  have  the  tools  as  minority  to  also  po- 
lice the  majority  and  these  types  of  activities.  I  just  learned  of  this 
today. 

Mr.  Walker.  I  was  fascinated  to  hear  a  few  minutes  ago  when 
Mr.  English  was  talking  about  the  need  for  some  balance.  He  was 
talking  about  the  fact  that  when  the  administration  was  in — when 
we  had  the  Reagan  and  Bush  administrations  in,  you  had  all  of 
these  people  down  in  the  administration  that  were  lined  up  against 
all  of  us  on  Capitol  Hill,  and  we  needed  to  have  the  resources  up 
here  in  order  to  face  off  against  the  administration. 

Well,  what  about  the  present  situation,  where  all  the  resources 
of  the  administration  and  all  of  the  resources  of  the  Congress  are 
concentrated  in  one  party,  and  the  minority  party  is  still  left  with- 
out the  resources  to  challenge  some  of  those  kinds  of  concerns?  I 
think  that  is  a  very  legitimate  concern,  and  it  is  a  legitimate  con- 
cern for  the  American  people;  because  in  my  view,  some  of  the  in- 
vestigations of  this  administration  and  some  of  the  corrupt  prac- 
tices that  are  alleged  in  this  administration  are  not  getting  the 
kind  of  airing  on  Capitol  Hill  that  they  should  be  getting,  and  they 
are  the  kinds  of  things  that  would  be  aired  around  Capitol  Hill  if 
this  administration  was  controlled  by  an  opposition  party. 

Mr.  Mica.  I  appreciate  your  comments  and  I  yield  back. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Thank  you  so  much.  Bob.  As  you  depart,  I  must 
observe  that  I  envy  the  position  that  Chairman  Brown  is  in,  be- 
cause had  you  stayed  on  this  committee,  then  I  would  enjoy  your 
services  as  the  ranking  member. 

Mr.  Walker.  My  colleague  from  Pennsylvania,  Mr.  dinger,  is  a 
capable  ranking  member.  I  am  sure  that  it  is  enjoyable  to  work 
with  him. 

I  enjoyed  working  with  you  over  the  years.  We  had  our  share  of 
battles,  but  they  were  always  good  natured.  I  enjoyed  being  on  this 
committee. 

I  have  had  the  feeling  as  I  have  been  sitting  here  that  Chairman 
Brooks  has  been  staring  at  me. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  That  is  why  his  picture  is  hanging  there.  Thanks, 
Bob. 

Jim  Lightfoot,  welcome. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JIM  LIGHTFOOT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  IOWA 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  interested  in 
sharing  with  you  my  experiences  of  the  GAG  during  a  recent  inves- 
tigation and  report  that  the  agency  completed  for  me. 

I  am  also  a  former  member  of  this  committee,  and  our  former  col- 
league. Jay  Wise,  I  was  his  opposite,  and  I  appreciate  the  good 
work  this  committee  does. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  You  served  with  great  distinction,  and  we  are  glad 
to  know  that  your  concerns  bring  you  into  the  G<)vernment  Oper- 
ations committee  room. 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  In  April  of  this  year, 
I  wrote  to  the  Comptroller  General,  requesting  the  GAG  initiate  an 
investigation  of  the  payroll  and  personnel  actions  taken  by  the 
White  House  since  Inauguration  Day.  This  was  stimulated  by  re- 
ports coming  to  us  from  career  Federal  employees  who  were  feeling 
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very  uncomfortable  with  a  number  of  the  things  they  were  being 
asked  to  do.  GAO's  report  on  the  investigation  was  released  to  the 
public  on  September  9  of  this  year. 

Among  the  issues  I  would  like  to  discuss  with  you  today  is  a  var- 
iation in  content  of  the  different  parts  of  this  report.  GAO's  policy 
in  providing  copies  of  draft  reports  to  the  requestors,  the  terminol- 
ogy that  is  used  by  GAO  in  its  reports,  and  the  GAO's  objectivity 
and  the  susceptibility  of  GAO  to  influence  its  conclusions  by  con- 
gressional and  executive  branch  leadership. 

First  of  all,  I  do  not  mean  to  be  overly  critical  of  GAO's  investiga- 
tive reports;  in  fact,  we  were  very  pleased  with  GAO's  cooperation 
in  initiating  the  request,  and  I  believe  that  GAO  has  limits  in  what 
it  can  investigate  based  on  the  information  it  has  been  provided. 
But  having  said  that,  let  me  start  with  a  concern  I  have  about  the 
GAO's  policy  in  releasing  drafts  of  the  reports.  Let  me  tell  you 
what  happened  in  our  case. 

I  learned  that  a  so-called  "discussion  draft"  of  the  report  was  re- 
quested, released  to  a  reporter  8  days  before  I  had  any  knowledge 
that  such  a  discussion  draft  even  existed.  The  so-called  "discussion 
draft"  was  given  to  the  White  House,  the  party  that  was  being  in- 
vestigated, 8  days  before  I,  who  had  asked  for  the  investigation, 
was  given  a  copy. 

The  same  day  it  was  given  to  the  White  House,  a  reporter  also 
was  given  a  copy  of  it;  and  you  can  understand,  we  were  a  little 
bit  surprised  when  we  received  a  phone  call  from  a  reporter,  to  the 
office,  asking  to  us  comment  on  this  draft  discussion  when  he — his 
quote  was,  "I  have  had  a  copy  of  the  report  for  eight  days,  and 
today  I  am  running  a  story  on  it." 

It  is  pretty  hard  to  comment  on  something  you  haven't  seen,  plus 
the  fact  it  makes  us  wonder  why  it  was  released  to  the  White 
House  and  why  it  was  released  to  the  press. 

My  staff  person  called  the  GAO  to  request  a  copy  of  the  leaked 
discussion  draft.  At  that  point,  she  was  denied  a  copy  of  that  draft. 
They  stated  at  the  GAO  it  was  not  their  policy  to  release  such  dis- 
cussion drafts.  And  the  only  way  we  could  get  our  hands  on  a  copy 
of  it  was  for  me  to  make  a  personal  call  to  the  GAO  and  demand 
a  copy  of  the  draft.  They  were  reluctant  at  first  to  even  give  it  to 
me.  And  it  seemed  strange  to  me,  when  GAO  stated  it  was  their 
policy  to  prohibit  anyone  from  releasing  a  copy  of  a  discussion 
draft;  but  once  it  has  been  leaked,  how  in  the  world  can  they  con- 
tinue to  prohibit  its  release,  particularly  to  the  person  who  re- 
quested the  investigation  in  the  first  place? 

Mr.  CONYERS.  And  you  were  the  requestor  in  this  instance? 

Mr.  LiGHTFOOT.  Correct.  In  addition,  I  was  disturbed  to  learn 
that  while  the  subject  of  the  investigation — in  this  case,  the  White 
House — was  allowed  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  and  influence 
the  final  report,  the  requestor  is  not  allowed  this  opportunity.  Why 
should  GAO  allow  the  subject  of  its  investigations  to  influence 
GAO's  findings? 

The  fact  that  the  discussion  draft  of  my  requested  report  was 
leaked  gives  us  a  perfect  example  of  why  this  is  a  problem.  Here 
is  a  quote  from  this  discussion  draft  that  we  were  not  allowed  to 
see  until  after  we  had  found  out  about  it  from  the  press. 
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We  do  not  think  the  President  or  his  designee  was  given  unfettered  discretion  to 
make  retroactive  payments  of  salary  as  a  purely  discretionary  matter  and  without 
a  rational  basis.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  President  was  given  unfettered  author- 
ity to  make  retroactive  pay  adjustments  without  limitation. 

When  the  final  report  came  through,  those  statements  just  dis- 
appeared into  thin  air,  and  the  statement  that  replaced  it  was  sim- 
ply this:  "We  concluded  the  retroactive  pay  increases  were  proper." 
I  think  that  is  two  different  messages. 

Does  this  mean  GAO  changed  its  mind  between  the  time  the  dis- 
cussion draft  was  written  and  the  time  the  final  draft  was  written? 
Or  were  they  unduly  influenced  by  the  White  House's  comments  on 
the  study?  Those  are  questions  that  I  think  should  be  answered. 

And  even  if  GAO  ultimately  determined  there  was  nothing  illegal 
about  backdated  appointments  and  pay  raises,  the  use  of  the  word 
"proper"  leads  me  to  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  GAO  actually 
condones  this  activity. 

I  ask  my  colleagues  to  consider  whether  we  really  should  con- 
done or  encourage  the  White  House,  or  anyone  else,  for  that  mat- 
ter, to  backdate  appointments  and  pay  raises  as  much  as  3  months 
when  the  Comptroller  General  has  previously  ruled  that  such  ac- 
tions are  specifically  prohibited  for  all  other  Federal  employees.  I 
really  believe  GAO's  choice  of  terminolog>'  in  their  reports  needs  to 
be  reevaluated. 

I  think  you  will  be  interested  to  know  that  I  did,  in  fact,  commu- 
nicate my  objections  to  the  use  of  the  term  "proper"  by  GAO  in  the 
draft  report,  in  association  with  these  questionable  payroll  prac- 
tices, but  those  observations  obviously  were  ignored,  from  reading 
the  final  report. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  one  last  frustration  I  had  in  my  experi- 
ence with  GAO  involved  the  data  that  they  were  able  to  consider 
in  their  investigation.  I  realize  GAO  is  limited  in  its  investigative 
ability  by  the  data  it  has  access  to,  but  I  also  believe  that  GAO 
could  have  been  a  little  more  persistent  in  searching  for  docu- 
mentation. They  simply  relied  on  documentation  the  White  House 
chose  to  provide  them  and  accepted  the  statements  of  White  House 
officials  as  fact,  because  they  had  no  other  information  to  rely  on. 

I  think,  quite  frankly,  the  lack  of  documentation  should  have  in- 
fluenced their  conclusions  a  bit  more  than  they  did. 

I  was  also  quite  disappointed  that  GAO  accepted — and  here  we 
go  again — that  word  "retroactive,"  but  retroactively  completed  pa- 
perwork as  documentation.  In  other  words,  there  were  no  docu- 
ments existing  to  back  up  the  retroactive  payroll  actions.  There 
was  nothing  to  prove  that  people  had  been  at  work  when  they  had. 
The  GAO  allowed  the  White  House  to  fill  out  paperwork,  undated 
memorandums  with  no  dates  on  them,  and  then  they  accepted  that 
as  justification  for  the  backdated  action. 

It  is  kind  of  nice  if  you  can  go  in  and  rewrite  the  evidence  after 
the  crime,  I  guess. 

Furthermore,  I  was  very  disappointed  that  I  was  declined  by  the 
GAO  on  a  suggestion  that  they  interview  former  White  House  em- 
ployees to  gain  some  historical  perspective  on  the  practices  they 
were  investigating.  We  thought  that  was  important  to  what  they 
were  doing,  to  find  out  what  has  happened  in  previous  administra- 
tions. Republican  and  Democrat  alike.  They  declined  to  do  that. 


100 

This  leads  me  to  feel  it  is  important  for  them  to  determine,  or 
even  attempt  to  determine,  whether  such  practices  have  been  com- 
monplace in  past  administrations.  And  one  more  inconsistency  thai 
we  found,  the  GAO  basically  made  no  comment  on  the  White 
House's  lack  of  documentation  even  for  these  backdated  actions.  I 
think  this  is  very  unusual,  highly  unusual  for  GAO. 

For  example,  in  their  investigation  of  the  Bush  administration's 
use  of  detailees,  the  GAO  strongly  chastised  the  White  House's  lack 
of  documentation  backing  up  their  actions.  These  were  for  people 
not  even  on  the  White  House  payroll.  I  would  hope  that  someone 
can  explain  that  discrepancy  to  me,  why  that  was  not  mentioned 
in  this  particular  case. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  thanks  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to 
share  with  you  some  of  my  observations  and  experiences  this  morn- 
ing. I  hope  it  is  helpful  to  your  oversight,  and  I  look  forward  to  any 
questions  you  might  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Lightfoot  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  BY  REP.  JIM  LIGHTFOOT 

BEFORE  HOUSE  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS  COMMITTEE 

HEARING  ON  GAO  OVERSIGHT 

OCTOBER  20,  1993 

THANK  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN-   I  APPRECIATE  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO 
TESTIFY  BEFORE  YOUR  COMMITTEE  ON  THE  OPERATIONS  OF  THE  GENERAL 
ACCOUNTING  OFFICE  (GAO) .   I  AM  INTERESTED  IN  SHARING  WITH  YOU  MY 
EXPERIENCES  WITH  GAO  DURING  A  RECENT  INVESTIGATION  AND  REPORT  THE 
AGENCY  COMPLETED  FOR  ME. 

IN  APRIL  OF  THIS  YEAR,  I  WROTE  TO  THE  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL 
REQUESTING  THAT  THE  GAO  INITIATE  AN  INVESTIGATION  INTO  PAYROLL 
AND  PERSONNEL  ACTIONS  TAKEN  BY  THE  WHITE  HOUSE  SINCE  INAUGURATION 
DAY.   THE  GAO'S  REPORT  ON  THIS  INVESTIGATION  WAS  RELEASED  TO  THE 
PUBLIC  ON  SEPTEMBER  9. 

AMONG  THE  ISSUES  I  WILL  DISCUSS  TODAY  IS  THE  VARIATION  IN 
CONTENT  OF  THE  DIFFERENT  DRAFTS  OF  THIS  REPORT,  THE  GAO'S  POLICY 
IN  PROVIDING  COPIES  OF  DRAFT  REPORTS  TO  THE  REQUESTORS,  THE 
TERMINOLOGY  USED  BY  GAO  IN  ITS  REPORTS,  THE  GAO'S  OBJECTIVITY, 
AND  SUSCEPTIBILITY  OF  GAO  TO  INFLUENCE  IN  ITS  CONCLUSIONS  BY 
CONGRESSIONAL  OR  EXECXJTIVE  BRANCH  LEADERSHIP. 

LET  ME  FIRST  SAY  I  DO  NOT  MEAN  TO  BE  OVERLY  CRITICAL  OF 
GAO'S  INVESTIGATIVE  EFFORTS.   I  WAS  QUITE  PLEASED  WITH  GAO'S 
COOPERATION  IN  INITIATING  THE  REQUESTED  INVESTIGATION  AND  I 
REALIZE  GAO  HAS  LIMITS  IN  WHAT  IT  CAN  INVESTIGATE  BASED  ON  THE 
INFORMATION  IT  IS  PROVIDED. 

HAVING  SAID  THAT,  LET  ME  START  WITH  THE  CONCERN  I  HAVE  ABOUT 
THE  GAO'S  POLICY  IN  RELEASING  DRAFTS  OF  THEIR  REPORTS.   LET  ME 
TELL  YOU  WHAT  HAPPENED  IN  MY  CASE.   I  LEARNED  A  "DISCUSSION 
DRAFT"  OF  THE  REPORT  I  REQUESTED  WAS  RELEASED  TO  A  REPORTER  EIGHT 
DAYS  BEFORE  I  HAD  ANY  KNOWLEDGE  SUCH  A  "DISCUSSION  DRAFT" 
EXISTED.   THIS  SO-CALLED  DISCUSSION  DRAFT  WAS  GIVEN  TO  THE  WHITE 
HOUSE,  THE  PARTY  BEING  INVESTIGATED,  EIGHT  DAYS  BEFORE  I  WAS 
GIVEN  A  COPY.   THE  SAME  DAY  IT  WAS  GIVEN  TO  THE  WHITE  HOUSE,  A 
REPORTER  WAS  ALSO  GIVEN  A  COPY  OF  IT.   IMAGINE  MY  SURPRISE  WHEN  A 
REPORTER  CALLED  MY  OFFICE  AND  SAID,  "I'VE  HAD  A  COPY  OF  THE 
REPORT  FOR  EIGHT  DAYS,  AND  TODAY  I'M  RUNNING  A  STORY  ON  IT." 
WHEN  MY  STAFFER  CALLED  GAO  TO  REQUEST  A  COPY  OF  THE  LEAKED 
DISCUSSION  DRAFT,  SHE  WAS  DENIED  A  COPY.   GAO  STATED  IT  WAS  NOT 
THEIR  POLICY  TO  RELEASE  SUCH  "DISCUSSION  DRAFTS."   THE  ONLY  WAY  I 
COULD  GET  MY  HANDS  ON  A  COPY  OF  THIS  —  MIND  YOU,  A  DOCUMENT  THAT 
WAS  ALREADY  IN  THE  HANDS  OF  THE  PRESS  —  WAS  TO  CALL  GAO  MYSELF 
AND  DEMAND  IT.   GAO  STATED  IT  WAS  THEIR  POLICY  TO  PROHIBIT  ANYONE 
FROM  RELEASING  A  COPY  OF  SUCH  A  "DISCUSSION  DRAFT"  BUT  ONCE  IT 
HAS  BEEN  LEAKED,  HOW  CAN  THEY  CONTINUE  TO  PROHIBIT  ITS  RELEASE, 
PARTICULARLY  TO  THE  REQUESTOR  OF  THE  INVESTIGATION? 

IN  ADDITION,  I  WAS  DISTURBED  TO  LEARN  THAT,  WHILE  THE 
SUBJECT  OF  THE  INVESTIGATION,  IN  THIS  CASE  THE  WHITE  HOUSE,  WAS 
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ALLOWED  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  COMMENT  ON  AND  INFLUENCE  THE  FINAL 
REPORT,  THE  REQUESTOR  IS  NOT  ALLOWED  THIS  OPPORTUNITY.   WHY 
SHOULD  GAO  ALLOW  THE  SUBJECT  OF  ITS  INVESTIGATIONS  TO  INFLUENCE 
GAO'S  FINDINGS? 

THE  FACT  THAT  THE  "DISCUSSION  DRAFT"  OF  MY  REQUESTED  REPORT 
WAS  LEAKED  GIVES  US  A  PERFECT  EXAMPLE  OF  WHY  THIS  IS  A  PROBLEM. 
I  WILL  READ  A  QUOTE  TO  YOU  FROM  GAO'S  DISCUSSION  DRAFT: 

"WE  DO  NOT  THINK  THE  PRESIDENT  OR  HIS  DESIGNEE  WAS  GIVEN 
UNFETTERED  DISCRETION  TO  MAKE  RETROACTIVE  PAYMENTS  OF  SALARY  AS  A 
PURELY  DISCRETIONARY  MATTER  AND  WITHOUT  A  RATIONAL  BASIS."   AND 
"WE  DO  NOT  BELIEVE  THE  PRESIDENT  WAS  GIVEN  UNFETTERED  AUTHORITY 
TO  MAKE  RETROACTIVE  PAY  ADJUSTMENTS  WITHOUT  ANY  LIMITATION " 

IN  THE  FINAL  DRAFT,  AND  THE  FINAL  REPORT,  THESE  STATEMENTS 
DISAPPEARED.   INSTEAD,  WE  FOUND  STATEMENTS  SUCH  AS : 

" WE  CONCLUDED  THE  RETROACTIVE  PAY  INCREASES  WERE  PROPER." 

DOES  THIS  MEAN  GAO  CHANGED  ITS  MIND  BETWEEN  THE  TIME  THE 
DISCUSSION  DRAFT  WAS  WRITTEN  AND  THE  TIME  THE  FINAL  DRAFT  WAS 
WRITTEN?   OR  WAS  GAO  UNDULY  INFLUENCED  BY  THE  WHITE  HOUSE'S 
COMMENTS? 

AND  EVEN  IF  GAO  ULTIMATELY  DETERMINED  THERE  WAS  NOTHING 
ILLEGAL  ABOUT  BACKDATED  APPOINTMENTS  AND  PAY  RAISES,  THE  USE  OF 
THE  WORD  "PROPER"  LEADS  ME  TO  BELIEVE  THE  GAO  ACTUALLY  "CONDONES" 
THIS  ACTIVITY.   I  ASK  MY  COLLEAGUES  TO  CONSIDER  WHETHER  WE  REALLY 
SHOULD  CONDONE  OR  ENCOURAGE  THE  WHITE  HOUSE  TO  BACKDATE 
APPOINTMENTS  AND  PAY  RAISES  AS  MUCH  AS  THREE  MONTHS,  WHEN  THE 
COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  HAS  PREVIOUSLY  RULED  SUCH  ACTIONS  ARE 
SPECIFICALLY  PROHIBITED  FOR  ALL  OTHER  FEDERAL  EMPLOYEES.   I 
REALLY  BELIEVE  GAO'S  CHOICE  OF  TERMINOLOGY  IN  THEIR  REPORTS  NEEDS 
TO  BE  REEVALUATED.   YOU  WILL  BE  INTERESTED  TO  KNOW  THAT  I  DID,  IN 
FACT,  COMMUNICATE  MY  OBJECTIONS  TO  THE  USE  OF  THE  TERM  "PROPER" 
BY  GAO  IN  THE  DRAFT  REPORT,  IN  ASSOCIATION  WITH  THESE 
QUESTIONABLE  PAYROLL  ACTIONS,  BUT  MY  OBJECTIONS  WERE  OBVIOUSLY 
IGNORED. 

FINALLY,  ONE  LAST  FRUSTRATION  I  HAD  IN  MY  EXPERIENCE  WITH 
GAO  INVOLVED  THE  DATA  THE  GAO  WAS  ABLE  TO  CONSIDER  IN  ITS 
INVESTIGATION.   I  REALIZE  GAO  IS  LIMITED  IN  ITS  INVESTIGATIVE 
ABILITY  BY  THE  DATA  IT  HAS  ACCESS  TO,  BUT  I  ALSO  BELIEVE  THE  GAO 
COULD  HAVE  BEEN  A  LITTLE  MORE  PERSISTENT  IN  SEARCHING  FOR 
DOCUMENTATION.   GAO  SIMPLY  RELIED  ON  THE  DOCUMENTATION  THE  WHITE 
HOUSE  CHOSE  TO  PROVIDE  THEM,  AND  ACCEPTED  THE  STATEMENTS  OF  WHITE 
HOUSE  OFFICIALS  AS  FACT  BECAUSE  THEY  HAD  NO  OTHER  INFORMATION  TO 
RELY  ON.   I  THINK  FRANKLY  ITIE  LACK  OF  DOCUMENTATION  SHOULD  HAVE 
INFLUENCED  THEIR  CONCLUSIONS  A  LITTLE  MORE. 

I  ALSO  WAS  QUITE  DISAPPOINTED  THE  GAO  ACCEPTED 
"RETROACTIVELY"  COMPLETED  PAPERWORK  AS  DOCUMENTATION.   IN  OTHER 
WORDS,  WHERE  NO  DOCUMENTATION  EXISTED  TO  BACK  UP  THESE 
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RETROACTIVE  PAYROLL  ACTIONS,  GAO  PERMITTED  WHITE  HOUSE  OFFICIALS 
TO  FILL  OUT  PAPERWORK,  UNDATED,  AND  GAO  ACCEPTED  THAT  AS 
JUSTIFICATION  FOR  THE  BACKDATED  ACTION. 

FURTHERMORE,  I  WAS  DISAPPOINTED  THE  GAO  "DECLINED"  MY 
SUGGESTION  THAT  THEY  INTERVIEW  FORMER  WHITE  HOUSE  EMPLOYEES  TO 
GAIN  SOME  HISTORICAL  PERSPECTIVE  ON  THE  PRACTICES  THEY  WERE 
INVESTIGATING.   WITHOUT  THIS  INFORMATION,  IT  IS  IMPOSSIBLE  FOR 
GAO  TO  DETERMINE,  OR  EVEN  ATTEMPT  TO  DETERMINE,  WHETHER  SUCH 
PRACTICES  HAVE  BEEN  COMMONPLACE  IN  PAST  ADMINISTRATIONS. 

LET  ME  POINT  OUT  ONE  MORE  INCONSISTENCY  I  HAVE  FOUND.   THE 
GAO  BASICALLY  MADE  NO  COMMENT  ON  THE  WHITE  HOUSE'S  LACK  OF 
DOCUMENTATION  FOR  THESE  BACKDATED  PAYROLL  ACTIONS.   THIS  IS 
HIGHLY  UNUSUAL  FOR  GAO.   FOR  EXAMPLE,  IN  GAO'S  INVESTIGATION  OF 
THE  BUSH  ADMINISTRATION'S  USE  OF  DETAILEES ,  GAO  STRONGLY 
CHASTISED  THE  WHITE  HOUSE'S  LACK  OF  DOCUMENTATION  BACKING  UP 
THEIR  ACTIONS  —  AND  THOSE  WEREN'T  EVEN  PEOPLE  ON  THE  WHITE  HOUSE 
PAYROLL.   I  HOPE  SOMEONE  CAN  EXPLAIN  THAT  DISCREPANCY  TO  ME. 

THANK  YOU  AGAIN  FOR  ALLOWING  ME  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  SHARE 
SOME  OF  MY  OBSERVATIONS  AND  EXPERIENCES  WITH  YOU.   I  HOPE  IT  IS 
HELPFUL  IN  YOUR  OVERSIGHT  OF  GAO,  AND  I  LOOK  FORWARD  ANY 
QUESTIONS  YOU  MIGHT  HAVE. 
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Mr.  CoNYERS.  I  want  to  express  my  gratitude  to  the  gentleman 
from  Iowa  for  coming  before  us  today.  You  have  been  very  helpful. 
If  you  have  any  time,  General  Bowsher  will  be  here  to  make  expla- 
nations to  you  on  the  record  or  separately,  as  you  choose,  as  your 
schedule  permits. 

Mr.  LiGHTFOOT.  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  We  welcome  seeing  you  in  the  committee  room.  We 
miss  your  services.  But  I  know  you  are  working  with  Government 
Operations,  and  you  are  following  GAO  pretty  carefully. 

Outside  of  that  event,  would  you  give  them  an  A,  B,  or  C  for 
their  work — outside  of  the  instance  that  you  have  brought  to  our 
attention? 

Mr.  LiGHTFOOT.  One  of  the  things — well,  let  me  put  it  this  way. 
I  will  give  them  two  or  three  grades,  probably  an  A  or  B  for  effort, 
because  I  think  their  people  try  to  do  what  they  can  do  under  the 
restraints  that  they  operate  under. 

I  would  give  the  final  product  probably  a  D,  because  of  some  of 
the  things  we  mentioned 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  That  is  barely  passing. 

Mr.  LiGHTFOOT.  I  mean,  if  John  Conyers  is  sent  to  investigate  me 
and  all  you  can  do  is  say,  Mr.  Lightfoot,  I  understand  you  have 
done  something  wrong,  what  is  your  feeling;  and  I  say,  well,  Mr. 
Conyers,  I  haven't  done  anything  wrong;  and  you  say,  well,  Mr. 
Lightfoot,  do  you  have  any  documentation  to  back  that  up;  and  I 
say,  no,  but  I  will  fix  a  memorandum  for  you;  and  I  prepare  the 
memorandum  and  give  it  to  you;  and  Mr.  Conyers  files  a  report, 
no,  Mr.  Lightfoot  nasn't  done  anything  wrong;  somehow  that 
doesn't  seem  to  wash  very  well. 

Mr.  Conyers.  But,  Jim,  I  wanted  to  take  out  the  example  that 
I  cited.  I  will  assume  you  are  correct  and  they  failed  that.  But,  if 
we  took  that  out,  could  they  go  from  a  D  to  a  C,  maybe? 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  We  are  going  to  rewrite  the  report  card.  You  are 
talking  about  overall? 

Mr.  Conyers.  Overall,  yes. 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  In  other  instances  that  we  have  dealt  with  the 
GAO,  I  would  say  that — well,  maybe  a  C-minus;  how's  that? 

Mr.  Conyers.  It  is  your  call. 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  We  will  take  them  off  the  Honor  Roll,  but  keep 
them  in  school;  how's  that? 

Mr.  Conyers.  We  have  got  a  row  full  of  them,  and  they  are  tak- 
ing prodigious  notes.  I  doubt  if  this  is  going  to  happen  again.  If  it 
does,  we  will  be  oversighting  it.  We  will  be  holding  hearings  to 
make  sure  it  doesn't  happen  again. 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  I  would  like  to  add — and  vou  brought  up  a  very 
important  point  here — in  no  way  do  I  mean  tnis  to  malign  any  indi- 
vidual or  anyone  in  GAO.  The  folks  we  worked  with  are  good  peo- 
ple, and  they  worked  hard.  But  if  you  have  got  a  structure  that 
doesn't  allow  them  to  function  as  they  should,  then  that  structure 
needs  to  be  investigated  or  rethought  or  changed  in  some  manner 
or  form  to  allow  them  to  do  what  their  mission  is,  which  is  basi- 
cally nonpartisan,  nonbiased  investigation  of  governmental  agen- 
cies. 

We  need  that  oversight,  we  obviously  do;  it  doesn't  make  any  dif- 
ference who  is  in  the  White  House. 
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Mr.  CoNYERS.  I  couldn't  agree  with  you  more. 

Any  comments,  questions? 

Mr.  Cox.  I  would  just  ask  if  you  have  learned  from  the  GAO  how 
it  was  that  the  report  which  you  did  not  see  in  a  timely  fashion 
was  in  fact  provided  to  the  press. 

Mr.  LiGHTFOOT.  We  still  don't  know.  It  went  to  a  reporter  in — 
I  believe  it  was  in  Atlanta  where  it  surfaced  first,  and  of  course, 
the  White  House  had  been  given  a  copy  of  it.  So,  you  know,  you 
can  deduce  that — there  are  two  possible  sources  of  leakage  at  tnat 
point. 

Did  someone  in  GAO  leak  it?  I  kind  of  doubt  that.  Did  someone 
in  the  White  House  leak  it?  They  are  the  only  ones  that  had  the 
copy. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  I  think  they  are  appropriately  suspect,  under  the 
circumstances. 

Mr.  LiGHTFOOT.  I  used  to  be  a  cop,  so  I  have  a  suspicious  mind. 
I  don't  trust  anybody. 

I  think  that  you  could  take  this  argument  in  another  direction. 
Had  that  draft  not  been  leaked,  we  would  never  have  known  that 
that  draft  existed,  and  that  it  was  somewhat  critical  of  practices 
within  the  White  House;  all  we  would  have  seen  would  have  been 
the  final  report.  So  in  this  case,  the  leakee,  whoever  that  might  be, 
probably  did  us  a  service  in  allowing  us  the  opportunity  to  see  that 
there  is  a  difference  between  the  discussion  draft  and  what  the 
final  report  was,  an  almost  180-degree  fiip  in  opinion. 

There  was  another  issue  that  was  uncovered,  and  this  might  be 
something,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  you  would  want  to  look  at  as  well. 
While  GAO  was  going  after  the  information  pertaining  to  the  back- 
dating issue,  they  found,  I  believe  it  was  25  people,  who  had  been 
being  paid  both  out  of  the  transition  account  and  out  of  the  White 
House  payroll  account.  Of  course,  I  am  not  an  attorney,  but  folks 
around  here  tell  me  that  is  illegal. 

Due  to  the  fact  that  we  had  not  specifically  asked  GAO  to  inves- 
tigate that  particular  issue,  they  didn't;  and  they  were  well  within 
their  rights.  I  am  not  saying  they  did  anything  they  shouldn't  have 
done;  but  perhaps,  and  in  your  committee's  oversight,  there  needs 
to  be  something  in  there  that  if  during  the  course  of  an  investiga- 
tion something  else  is  uncovered  that  is  questionable  in  nature, 
that  there  ought  to  be  an  automatic  pursuit  to  the  end  of  that  to 
see  what  it  is. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  That  is  a  possibility.  This  person  you  referred  to 
as  the  leakee,  should  he  have  been  called  the  leaker? 

Mr.  LiGHTFOOT.  It  depends  on  the  gender,  I  guess.  I  am  not  sure. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Well,  thanks  so  much,  Jim.  You  added  a  great  deal 
to  our  discussion.  We  are  always  glad  to  see  you  and  to  know  you 
are  working  with  the  committee  and  trying  to  help  GAO  improve. 

Mr.  LiGHTFOOT.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  the  work 
you  are  doing. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  We  are  now  delighted  to  call  General  Charles  A. 
Bowsher,  who  has  two  options  right  now.  One,  he  can  present  his 
statement;  or  two,  he  can  answer  to  957  different  charges  that 
have  been  made  since  11  a.m. 

I  also  welcome  Mr.  Socolar. 
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Your  testimony,  General  Bowsher,  will  be  put  in  the  record.  You 
may  proceed  in  your  own  way. 

STATEMENT  OF  CHARLES  A.  BOWSHER,  COMPTROLLER  GEN- 
ERAL, GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE,  ACCOMPANIED  BY 
JAMES  HINCHMAN,  GENERAL  COUNSEL;  AND  MILTON  J. 
SOCOLAR,  SPECIAL  ASSISTANT  TO  THE  COMPTROLLER  GEN- 
ERAL 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of 
the  committee.  I  would  like  to  summarize  my  statement  here  and 
maybe  get  some  things  cleared  up  a  bit. 

First,  GAO  is  about  the  same  size  it  has  been  for  the  last  20 
years.  There  was  a  slight  increase  in  the  number  of  our  profes- 
sionals back  in  the  early  part  of  the  1980's,  but  by  and  large  there 
has  not  been  any  increase  in  the  last  20  years  at  GAO,  and  cer- 
tainly no  increase  in  staff  during  my  12  years  as  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral. 

We  have  been  right  around  5,100  in  size.  Since  the  freeze,  put 
on  2  years  ago  because  of  budget  reductions,  we  are  now  down  to 
4,900,  and  with  the  early-out  provisions  that  have  been  approved 
by  the  Congress,  which  I  agreed  with,  I  think  we  will  be  down  to 
about  4,600  at  about  the  end  of  this  fiscal  year,  and  that  would  put 
us  down  close  to  the  10-  or  12-percent  goal  that  has  been  an- 
nounced over  in  the  executive  branch;  and  I  think  we  probably  got 
there  quicker  than  most  government  agencies. 

To  the  comparison  Congressman  Cox  raised  about  Price 
Waterhouse,  let  me  just  point  out,  I  was  a  partner  of  Arthur  An- 
dersen and  Co.  in  the  mid-1960's.  It  was  an  organization  of  about 
5,000.  Arthur  Andersen  today  is  an  organization  of  60,000,  more 
than  10  times  its  earlier  size. 

GAO  was  also  an  organization  of  5,000  in  the  mid-1960's,  and  we 
are  still  an  organization  of  5,000.  So  this  idea  that  GAO  has  grown 
tremendously  is  not  factual,  except  in  dollar  terms.  In  other  words, 
we  have  gone  up  in  dollars,  but  that  is  basically  because  of  pay  in- 
creases and  two  other  reasons.  We  have  had  to  computerize  GAG, 
as  every  organization  like  this  has  had  to  do,  and  we  have  had  to 
renovate  our  building  to  remove  asbestos.  Moving  our  people  out  to 
leased  space  during  renovation  and  bringing  them  back  has  been 
expensive.  That  is  why  our  costs  have  gone  up. 

I  would  like  to  just  stress  the  size  of  GAO  one  more  time,  even 
compared  to  Price  Waterhouse  which  has  close  to  9,000  people  and 
a  budget,  or  total  revenues,  triple  ours. 

Trying  to  audit  a  government  that  is  $1.6  trillion  in  total  budget 
is  a  much  more  complicated  task  than  it  was  10  or  20  years  ago. 
Actually  the  U.S.  budget  today  is  10  times  the  size  of  tne  budget 
20  years  ago  which  was  somewhere  between  $100  and  $200  billion. 

GAG  is  an  organization  that  has  had  to  become  more  productive, 
and  that  is  exactly  what  we  have  done.  If  you  look  on  page  4  of 
my  testimony,  you  will  see  that  there  are  certain  statistics.  Since 
the  last  time  we  had  an  oversight  hearing  in  1985,  you  will  see 
that  the  number  of  reports  we  nave  issued  to  the  Congress,  the 
number  of  testimonies  we  have  done,  and  the  number  of  completed 
investigations  are  all  up  over  100  percent.  We  have  accomplished 
this  by  becoming  more  efficient,  more  effective,  utilizing  the  com- 
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puters  available  today;  but  really,  it  is  a  tribute  to  the  GAO  people 
for  their  ability  to  improve  and  do  an  awful  lot  of  work. 

On  pages  5  and  6  of  my  testimony,  I  lay  out  some  of  the  financial 
achievements  that  have  been  accomplished  through  legislative  and 
executive  actions.  In  other  words,  as  I  say  here,  "Often  our  work 
contributes  to  legislative  and  executive  actions  that  result  in  very 
significant  financial  benefits  to  the  American  taxpayer.  These  bene- 
fits include  budget  reductions,  cost  avoidance,  appropriation  defer- 
rals, and  revenue  enhancements  that  we  can  document  as  either 
directly  attributable  to  or  significantly  influenced  by  our  work." 

I  will  not  go  through  the  list  here,  because  some  of  the  other  wit- 
nesses and  some  of  the  members  of  the  committee  on  both  sides  of 
the  aisle  have  used  many  of  the  illustrations.  I  would  just  use  one, 
though,  that  I  think  is  indicative  of  our  impact. 

When  I  first  came  into  office  in  the  early  1980's,  one  of  the  big 
projects  that  the  government  had  going  was  the  reactor  program, 
which  was  a  multibillion  dollar  program  breeder  in  Tennessee;  An- 
other big  program  was  the  enriched  uranium  plant  in  Ohio,  which 
was  to  do  second  generation  technology  for  producing  the  enriched 
fuel  we  needed  to  run  our  nuclear  power  plants. 

Now,  when  the  Congress  had  been  advised  to  go  forward  with 
both  of  these  programs,  the  idea  was  that  the  United  States  would 
have  to  provide  enriched  uranium  for  2,000  nuclear  power  plants, 
both  in  this  country  and  the  rest  of  the  world.  But,  of  course,  by 
1981,  when  I  came  into  office,  why,  that  figure  was  down  to  maybe 
around  150  from  2,000  plants.  So  the  question  was,  with  the  facili- 
ties at  Oak  Ridge  operating  at  40  percent  of  their  capacity,  did  we 
need  these  new  programs? 

GAO  was  asked  to  make  the  reviews,  and  did.  The  votes  were 
very  close  in  the  Senate  and  the  House;  both  projects  were  contin- 
ued by  very  close  votes. 

We  were  asked  to  do  more  studies.  Eventually,  the  Congress 
voted  down  the  breeder  program,  which  saved  the  taxpayers  many 
billions  of  dollars.  The  Secretary  of  Energy,  a  couple  of  years  later, 
stopped  the  enriched  uranium  program  in  Ohio,  because  there  was 
a  third  technology  effort  going  out  there  in  one  of  the  big  labs  in 
California. 

I  use  this  as  an  illustration  to  point  out  that  it  takes  action  by 
either  the  legislative  body,  which  was  the  case  with  the  breeder  re- 
actor, or  the  executive  branch,  such  as  the  plant  in  Ohio,  to  move 
GAO's  recommendations  and  reports  into  a  policy  decisionmaking 
situation.  And  that  is  what  we  work  on  all  the  time,  and  lots  of 
times  it  does  take  more  than  one  report. 

Last  year,  the  Congress  voted  to  reduce  some  of  the  defense  in- 
ventory by  close  to  $4  billion.  It  did  that  after  many  different  re- 
ports by  GAO.  Again,  sometimes  one  report  doesn't  do  it,  and  oth- 
ers have  to  be  done. 

I  would  like  just  to  point  out  a  couple  of  more  issues  that  we 
worked  a  great  deal  on,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  have  done  some  man- 
agement reviews  in  recent  years,  and  I  think  the  leaders  in  the  ex- 
ecutive branch  have  found  those  to  be  very  useful.  The  first  one  we 
did  was  on  HUD,  and  of  course,  we  pointed  out  at  that  time  that 
the  financial  reports  could  not  be  made  because  of  HUD's  bad  fi- 
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nancial  records.  Later  on,  Congressman  Lantos  of  this  committee 
held  hearings  that  pointed  out  all  the  problems. 

But  I  think  it  shows  clearly  what  is  one  of  the  great  problems 
of  the  Federal  Government  today — one  that  I  have  advocated  cor- 
rective action  on  ever  since  I  have  been  in  office,  and  even  before 
I  came  into  office — and  that  is,  we  have  to  get  the  financial  man- 
agement systems  of  this  government  in  much  better  shape. 

I  congratulate  this  committee  for  the  CFO  Act  of  a  couple  of 
years  ago.  I  hope  that  we  can  extend  that.  I  understand  the  admin- 
istration is  going  to  propose  audits  of  all  the  large  agencies  of  the 
Federal  Government  and  modernization  of  the  financial  systems.  I 
strongly  recommended  that,  and  I  think  that  would  help  with  cut- 
ting down  on  the  fraud,  waste,  and  abuse  in  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  would  lead  to  much  better  managed  programs  than  what 
we  have  had  in  the  past. 

We  have  done  other  management  reviews,  such  as  at  the  IRS, 
where  the  Commissioner  recently  said  that  their  corrective  pro- 
grams all  started  with  the  GAO  management  review.  Secretary 
Brock  was  very  complimentary  on  the  management  review  we  were 
able  to  give  him  when  he  was  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  and  he 
worked  from  that  review  on  his  agenda  for  improving  the  Depart- 
ment of  Labor. 

And  recently  we  completed  a  management  review  at  Agriculture 
where  Secretary  Madigan  subsequently  announced  his  program  for 
reducing  some  of  the  field  organization;  Secretary  Espy  has  contin- 
ued to  work  on  that  problem.  And  the  NPR,  of  course,  that  Vice 
President  Grore  has  released  also  indicates  they  are  going  to  work 
on  that. 

So  I  think  the  GAO  work  is  very  useful  and  is  done  very  well 
by  some  very  dedicated  people. 

We  have  also  improved  our  operational  procedures  in  recent 
years.  We  have  redone  our  format  so  that  the  reports  are  better — 
more  readable,  and  better  illustrated — and  they  have  been  used  by 
a  great  many  people  beyond  the  Congress  and  the  executive 
branch;  we  have  a  great  deal  of  demand  for  these  GAO  reports.  We 
do  our  work  in  35  issue  areas,  and  we  recently  have  tied  our  re- 
gional core  groups  more  closely  into  our  work  so  that  we  work  more 
as  a  team  to  improve  our  processes. 

Of  course,  one  of  the  big  areas  is  how  you  use  modern  tech- 
nology. That  is  costly,  but  it  also  enables  you  to  achieve  greater 
productivity. 

Now,  there  have  been  recent  concerns  about  GAO,  and  some  of 
these  have  been  set  forth  here  today;  and  I  would  like  to  address 
some  of  them.  One  is  that  the  minority  party,  the  Republicans, 
have  been  critical  of  too  many  GAO  detailees  coming  to  the  Hill. 
The  detailees  have,  on  many  occasions,  done  just  what  Chairman 
Dingell  outlined;  and  that  is,  helped  save  a  lot  of  taxpayer  money 
on  some  of  these  tough  issues. 

However  in  response  to  the  concerns  of  the  minority  party,  we 
are  down  to  about  30  detailees  from  a  high  of  around  60  or  70  that 
we  were  running  a  couple  of  years  ago.  We  will  maintain  control 
over  the  number  of  GAO  people  detailed  to  committees,  but  I  do 
want  to  point  out  that  the  detailees  have  been  very  successful  in 
helping  the  various  committees  in  the  Congress. 
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As  far  as  access  to  GAO,  the  ranking  minority  people  can  request 
GAO  reports  just  like  the  chairmen  of  the  committees;  we  would 
be  more  than  pleased  to  have  more  requests  from  the  minority 
party,  and  we  would  be  very  pleased  to  have  more  bipartisan  re- 
quests. In  no  way  are  we  trying  to  work  exclusively  for  one  party 
or  the  party  that  is  in  power.  We  want  to  work  for  both  parties. 

I  might  point  out  that  when  the  Republicans  controlled  the  Sen- 
ate in  the  early  part  of  the  1980's,  50  percent  of  the  work  that  we 
were  doing  at  that  time  was  requested  by  the  Republican  chair- 
men, and  only  30  percent  by  the  Democratic  minority.  And  about 
20  percent  was  jointly  requested.  So  there  has  been  a  history  here 
that  when  the  Republican  party  has  controlled  one  of  the  Houses, 
we  do  work  for  them  just  as  we  do,  of  course,  for  the  Democrats. 

The  agency  comments  issue  is  a  problem,  but  one  of  the  problems 
is  the  additional  time  it  takes  and  the  leaks,  as  Mr.  Lightfoot 
pointed  out.  People  would  like  to  have  more  time  to  work  with  us 
on  those  agency  comments,  but  we  do  sometimes  lose  control  when 
somebody  leaks  a  report.  And  that  is  most  unfortunate.  But  it  hap- 
pens, it  happens  fairly  frequently;  and  I  regret  that  very  much.  It 
is  one  of  the  real  procedural  problems  we  have  in  doing  our  work. 
When  we  try  to  share  the  report  with  the  agency  and  get  their 
comments,  sometimes  people  there  or  somewhere  else — not  GAO — 
decide  that  they  can  get  a  good  spin  on  that  report,  and  they  leak 
it;  as  Congressman  Lightfoot  illustrated. 

On  the  embargo  for  the  30  days,  that  is  to  allow  the  committees 
to  help  set  up  their  testimonies  and  understand  what  is  in  the  re- 
port. Lots  of  times,  the  embargo  does  not  last  30  days,  because  as 
soon  as  it  is  released,  we  then  release  the  report  to  the  public. 

Again,  we  feel  that  most  of  the  committees  and  most  of  the  sub- 
committees work  well  with  this  procedure;  but  occasionally  there  is 
disagreement  among  the  chairmen  and  the  ranking  minority;  and 
the  working  relationship  is  not  as  good  as  it  should  be.  This  is  a 
continuing  problem  for  us. 

We  list  all  the  GAO  reports  in  the  monthly  report  that  comes 
over  here,  and  we  make  sure  that  all  our  reports  become  public  to 
the  American  taxpayer  and  the  press,  unless  they  are  classified  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  or  the  Department  of  State. 

Let  me  just  say  a  few  words  about  the  GAO  of  the  future.  One 
is,  as  I  have  mentioned  already,  we  are  downsizing.  We  will  be 
about  10  or  12  percent  smaller  than  what  we  were  last  year.  We 
are  closing  some  of  our  field  offices — that  will  be  announced  soon. 
We  have  to  do  that  to  get  to  the  smaller  size;  and  also  our  Appro- 
priations Committee  in  the  Senate  has  asked  us  to  do  that.  We  are 
also  looking  at  our  overhead. 

So  we  are  working  hard  to  make  sure  that  GAO  is  as  efficient 
as  possible  and  as  effective  as  possible.  We  need  to  do  a  lot  of  work 
in  the  future  on  health  care.  Once  the  Congress  passes  a  health 
care  program,  I  am  sure  that  we  are  going  to  be  asked  to  evaluate 
how  well  many  different  components  of  the  program  are  working. 

We  are  going  to  be  looking  at  the  downsizing  of  the  Department 
of  Defense,  base  closures,  the  number  of  different  weapons  that  will 
be  approved,  the  logistics. 
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Another  important  big  area  is  in  the  Department  of  Energy 
where  we  are  looking  at  the  nuclear  weapons  plants  that  have 
many  safety  and  environmental  problems. 

I  am  sure  we  will  be  also  asked  to  work  with  the  Congress  and 
look  at  how  well  some  of  the  reinventing  of  government  is  taking 
place  at  some  of  the  major  agencies  such  as  the  IRS,  the  Social  Se- 
curity Administration,  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture  as  they 
try  to  improve  their  operations  and  try  to  become  a  smaller  and 
more  effective  government. 

Let  me  just  say  a  few  words  about  the  GAO  people.  GAO  attracts 
and  recruits  ana  retains  some  of  the  finest  people  in  government. 
When  I  complete  my  term  here  in  1996,  I  will  have  spent  20  years 
in  the  private  sector  and  20  years  in  the  public  sector,  including 
4  years  as  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Navy.  And  I  can  tell  you  that 
the  GAO  people  are  among  the  finest  people  that  I  have  ever 
worked  with.  We  have  really  great  talent. 

We  had  5,000  people  looking  for  our  250  openings  before  we  had 
to  go  on  a  freeze.  So  we  are  one  agency  that  has  no  trouble  attract- 
ing first-class  people. 

We  also  are  making  a  very  big  effort  to  make  sure  that  we  have 
a  strong  affirmative  action  program.  If  you  look  on  page  13  of  my 
statement,  you  will  see  that  we  have  achieved  some  really  fine  re- 
sults in  that  area.  I  am  pleased,  therefore,  that  the  Congress  was 
able  to  give  us  the  early-out  authority,  because  it  is  much  better 
to  downsize  letting  people  voluntarily  go  out  early,  and  we  cer- 
tainly will  be  able  to  maintain  our  program  of  diversity. 

Our  training  program  is  among  the  best  in  government.  If  the 
committee  would  have  time  to  look  at  our  training  manual,  it 
would  see,  that  our  program  compares  favorably  to  any  other  gov- 
ernment agency.  We  insist  on  a  continuing  education  program  for 
our  people  of  80  hours  over  2  years  and  the  continual  updating  of 
capability.  We  also  reward  the  people  who  excel  at  GAO.  We  have 
gone  to  a  pay  for  performance  system.  We  do  not  use  the  old  estab- 
lished government  pay  system  where  everybody  gets  a  pay  increase 
every  year  by  just  staying  another  year.  We  are  actually  rewarding 
our  people  according  to  their  peiformance. 

This  has  caused  some  concerns  among  some  of  our  people,  and 
we  are  modifying  that  system,  but  we  also  are  promoting  our  peo- 
ple by  merit. 

So  this  is  an  organization  that  has  worked  very  hard  to  make 
sure  that  the  best  people  are  rewarded  and  the  best  people  are  pro- 
moted. 

Now,  we  know  we  have  some  problems;  and  in  1990  I  asked  Dr. 
Deming  to  come  to  GAO  for  a  day.  He  said  he  would  be  happy  to 
come  if  we  could  meet  on  Saturday.  He  would  come  and  not  charge 
us  his  usual  $10,000  fee.  We  took  him  up  on  his  offer. 

For  3  years  now  we  have  been  in  a  program  to  improve  the  qual- 
ity, to  improve  our  processes,  to  integrate  our  technolo©',  and  to 
get  our  people  working  more  as  a  team.  I  think  it  will  take  us  an- 
other 3  years,  because  he  and  Dr.  Juran  estimate  that  it  takes 
about  6  years  to  improve  an  organization  in  the  private  sector. 
They  have  said  10  years  in  the  government;  if  it  is  10  years,  I  will 
be  gone  by  4  years,  so  I  am  working  hard  to  see  if  I  can't  get  GAO 
to  be  as  timely  as  the  private  sector  and  do  it  in  6  years. 
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We  are  working  very  hard  on  improving  our  processes  so  we  can 
get  to  the  one  issue  that  has  plagued  GAO  for  many,  many  years, 
and  that  is  how  long  it  takes  us  to  do  the  work. 

I  might  also  point  out  that  we  have  very  stringent  quality  review 
processes,  and  we  are  constantly  looking  at  how  to  improve  these 
processes.  We  have  long  had  an  independent  quality  review  of  all 
reports  going  out  to  each  of  our  agencies.  We  have  senior  leader- 
ship that  reviews  all  our  reports.  We  have  an  annual 
postassignment  quality  review  system;  I  borrowed  the  idea  from 
Arthur  Andersen,  that  we  check  ourselves  every  year.  We  have  an 
outside  quality  review  group  headed  up  by  Elliot  Richardson, 
former  Attorney  General  and  Secretary  of  Commerce,  and  staffed 
by  Sandy  Burton,  the  former  chief  accountant  at  SEC;  David 
Linowes,  a  professor  at  the  University  of  Illinois;  and  John 
Rhinelander  formerly  Under  Secretary  at  HUD;  and  we  intend  to 
add  others  to  the  group. 

These  are  the  main  points,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  how  GAO  has  been 
able  to  do  more  work  over  recent  years,  and  how  we  plan  to  con- 
tinue to  improve.  I  truly  think  that  GAO  is  one  of  the  really  fine 
institutions  in  government,  and  we  want  to  serve  the  Congress, 
and  we  want  to  serve  both  the  Democrats  and  the  Republicans. 

We  would  be  pleased  to  answer  any  questions. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Bowsher  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 


I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today  to  discuss  the  accompUshments,  current  operations,  and  future 
of  the  General  Accoiuiting  Office  (GAO).  Periodic  congressional  oversight  is  critical  to  the 
effective  operation  of  any  agency,  and  it  is  particularly  important  to  us  at  GAO  because  of 
our  significant  role  in  serving  the  Congress. 

Our  last  oversight  hearing  before  this  committee  was  in  October  1985,  at  which  time  we  were 
making  a  number  of  significant  organizational  and  operational  changes  aimed  at  ( 1)  making 
GAO  more  responsive  to  the  Congress,  (2)  enhancing  the  quahty  and  timeliness  of  our 
products  and  services,  (3)  building  staff  capabiHty  and  improving  our  human  resource 
management,  amd  (4)  increasing  the  efficiency  of  our  work.  I  am  happy  to  report  that  these 
investments,  many  of  which  were  made  with  the  support  and  active  participation  of  the 
Congress,  have  paid  significant  dividends,  both  in  our  service  to  the  Congress  and  in  the 
impact  of  our  work  on  government  effectiveness  and  financial  savings  for  the  American 
people. 

Today,  I  will  detail  some  of  the  changes  that  I  believe  have  been  crucial  in  determining  our 
effectiveness,  discuss  some  recent  policy  changes,  and  describe  what  we  still  must  do  to 
continue  improving  as  an  institution.  First,  though,  I'd  like  to  talk  a  httle  bit  about  GAO's 
mission  and  provide  you  with  some  comparative  statistics  that  illustrate  oiu-  significant 
progress. 

A  MISSION  OF  SERVICE  TO  THE  CONGRESS 

The  General  Accounting  Office  assists  the  Congress  in  its  legislative  oversight  of  the 
executive  branch.  We  see  our  mission  as  encouraging  honest,  efficient  management  and  full 
accountability  throughout  government.  We  serve  the  public  interest  by  providing  Members 
of  the  Congress  and  other  policymakers  with  accurate  information,  unbiased  analysis,  and 
objective  recommendations  on  how  to  best  use  pubhc  resources. 

A  commitment  to  quality  is  the  single  most  important  principle  governing  our  work.  We 
define  high  quality  work  as  (1)  objective  and  independently  derived;  (2)  accurate,  timely,  and 
meaningful;  and  (3)  presented  in  a  way  most  useful  to  responsible  officials.  The  agency 
values  its  people  and  the  diversity  and  skills  they  bring  to  the  service  of  the  Congress  and 
the  American  pubUc. 

As  you  know,  much  of  our  work  is  done  for  congressional  committees.  GAO  is  required  by 
law  to  undertake  work  requested  by  committee  chairs,  but  as  a  matter  of  pohcy,  we  also 
assign  equal  priority  to  requests  from  ranking  minority  members.  The  issues  examined  by 
GAO  span  the  breadth  of  national  concerns:  health  care  costs,  national  security,  energy,  the 
safety  and  soundness  of  financial  institutions,  environmental  protection,  education,  the  space 
program,  transportation,  tax  administration,  income  security,  disaster  assistance,  and  many 
others. 

While  audits  and  evaluations  are  the  most  visible  aspects  of  our  work  and  absorb  the  largest 
share  of  our  resources,  GAO  has  many  other  functions.  Present-day  accounting  activities 
include  prescribing  accounting  principles  and  auditing  standards  for  the  entire  government 
and  evaluating  accounting  systems  and  controls  used  by  executive  agencies.  GAO  settles 
claims  against  the  federal  government  when  a  settlement  made  by  an  executive  agency  is 
appealed.   In  addition,  we  issue  legal  decisions  on  matters  involving  government  revenues 
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and  expenditures.  Finally,  GAO  resolves  protests  made  against  the  award  of  federal 
government  contracts;  the  agency  handles  about  3,000  such  bids  each  year. 

Our  mission  has  been  influenced  by  hundreds  of  provisions  in  individual  laws  directing  GAO 
to  undertake  specific  audits  or  reviews  and  giving  GAO  the  authority  to  examine  previously 
off-hmit  agencies,  such  as  the  FBI  or  IRS.  Literally,  thousands  of  other  studies  have  either 
been  assigned  to  GAO  in  congressional  committee  reports  or  requested  by  committee  chairs, 
ranking  minority  members,  or  individual  senators  and  representatives.  These  many  demands 
have  shaped  GAO's  role  and  have  pushed  us  toward  increasingly  complex  questions. 

In  order  to  do  this  work,  GAO  has  become  an  agency  of  men  and  women  who  possess 
knowledge  and  skills  in  a  host  of  disciplines-a  highly  professional  organization  made  up  of 
public  administrators  and  social  scientists,  accountants  and  lawyers,  actuaries  and 
statisticians,  economists  and  computer  specialists,  engineers  and  health  care  specialists, 
public  pohcy  experts  and  criminal  investigators.  Virtually  all  our  professional  staff  are 
college  educated,  and  nearly  50  percent  have  advanced  degrees. 

To  carry  out  its  duties,  GAO  edso  draws  upon  its  unique  organization,  its  authorizing 
legislation,  and  its  reputation: 

•  GAO  has  a  field  structure  unique  among  congressional  support  agencies.  Staff  are  located 
not  just  in  Washington,  but  throughout  the  country,  with  a  small  contingent  in  Europe. 
This  gives  GAO  the  ability  "to  follow  the  federal  dollar  wherever  it  goes"  and  to  gather  data 
firsthand.  This  ability  to  gather  data  means  that  the  Congress  need  not  be  dependent  upon 
the  executive  branch  or  interest  groups  for  the  information  it  needs. 

•  By  statute,  we  have  access  to  essentially  all  federal  records  at  their  source.  This  is 
important  because,  as  you  can  imagine,  not  everyone  we  audit  is  predisposed  to  turning 
over  records  that  might  raise  questions  about  how  well  they  are  managing.  In  addition, 
our  reputation  for  the  care  with  which  we  handle  data  frequently  means  that  our  staff  can 
gain  voluntary  access  to  sensitive  or  proprietary  data  that  would  be  unavailable  to  others. 

•  To  enhance  our  ability  to  effect  improvements  in  government,  we  are  authorized  to  make 
recommendations,  in  addition  to  analyzing  data,  reaching  conclusions,  and  reporting  facts. 

•  Our  reports  tend  to  have  great  credibihty,  and  almost  all  are  made  available  to  the  pubhc 
and  can  therefore  be  used  not  only  by  any  Member  of  the  Congress,  but  also  by  agency 
officials,  academics,  and  ordinary  citizens. 

GAO  WORKLOAD,  PRODUCTIVITY,  AND  IMPACT 

To  provide  a  more  complete  understanding  of  our  current  role  and  the  contribution  we  make 
to  congressional  effectiveness,  I'd  like  to  briefly  review  how  our  workload,  our  service  to  the 
Congress,  and  our  contributions  to  the  taxpayers  have  grown  in  recent  years. 

These  statistics  highlight  GAO  productivity  improvements  since  1985,  the  year  of  our  last 
oversight  hearing  before  this  committee.  This  8-year  period  gives  us  a  useful  measurement 
of  the  pace  of  change  because  we  had  roughly  the  same  number  of  staff  during  the  entire 
period.  Let  me  direct  your  attention  to  the  first  chart,  which  shows  a  steady  upward  trend 
in  the  number  of  our  evaluation  smd  audit  products. 
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GAO  Product  Volume  Has  Increased 
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We  completed  nearly  3,000  products  during  the  last  2  years--a  44-percent  increase  over  the 
total  for  the  fiscal  year  1985  to  1986  period.  This  product  figure  includes  1,942  reports  to  the 
Congress  and  agency  officials,  566  testimony  appearances  before  the  Congress,  321  formal 
congressional  briefings,  and  125  congressional  letters  transmitting  audit  findings. 

These  overall  increases  are  largely  explained  by  a  much  greater  level  of  service  to  the 
Congress.  For  example,  as  shown  in  the  next  table,  our  production  rate  for  congressional 
reports  and  testimonies  increased  by  100  percent  and  147  percent,  respectively,  over  the 
8-year  period.  This  shows  the  extent  to  which  congressional  committees  are  increasingly 
finding  GAO's  work  relevant  to  and  useful  in  addressing  issues  of  concern  to  the  Congress. 
Incidentally,  in  1992,  72  GAO  executives  testified,  which  is  up  from  42  witnesses  in  1985. 
I  believe  this  illustrates  the  increased  level  of  expertise  in  our  senior  executive  ranks. 
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GAO  Support  to  the  Congress  Has  Increased 
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Completed  congressional  assignments  have  also  more  than  doubled  since  1985.  The 
proportion  of  our  staff  years  spent  on  the  specific  requests  of  the  Congress  has  also  increased, 
from  35  percent  when  I  took  office  in  1981,  to  57  percent  in  1985  and  82  percent  in  1992.  In 
fact,  in  1992,  we  addressed  at  least  one  written  report  to  213  House  Members  and  86 
Senators.  Compared  to  1985,  this  is  an  82-percent  increase  in  the  number  of  House  Members 
served  and  a  23-percent  increase  in  the  number  of  Senators.  All  in  all,  I  believe  these 
statistics  illustrate  the  Congress'  increasing  reliance  on  GAO  for  accurate,  objective  analysis 
in  its  deliberations  on  the  important  decisions  facing  the  nation. 

Number  of  GAO  Recommendations  Has  Increased 
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GAO's  true  value  to  the  Congress  and  the  public,  however,  is  when  constructive  use  is  made 
of  our  work.  As  the  chart  above  shows,  GAO  nearly  doubled  the  number  of  recommendations 
made  during  the  period.  During  the  last  Congress,  we  made  a  record  number  of 
recommendations  to  the  Congress  and  executive  branch  agencies  that  have  potential  to 
improve  government.  If  the  experience  of  recent  years  is  a  good  predictor,  three  out  of  four 
of  these  recommendations  will  be  implemented  within  the  next  4  years. 

Achieving  Financial  Benefits 

Our  work  often  contributes  to  legislative  and  executive  actions  that  result  in  very  significant 
financial  benefits  to  the  American  taxpayer.  These  benefits  include  budget  reductions,  costs 
avoided,  appropriation  deferrals,  and  revenue  enhancements,  that  we  can  document  as  either 
directly  attributable  to  or  significantly  influenced  by  our  work. 

A  few  illustrations  of  important  financial  accomplishments  follow. 

•  GAO's  work  on  inventory  management  at  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  led  the 
Congress  to  cut  $4  billion  from  DOD's  budget  to  force  efficiencies  in  DOD's  inventory 
system.  DOD  is  now  working  toward  using  more  economical  business  practices  in  handling 
spare  pairts  and  other  inventory  items. 

•  GAO  has  long  played  an  important  role  in  the  health  care  area,  notably  identifying 
unnecessary  costs  and  recommending  needed  changes.    Congressional  action  based  on 
GAO's  work  has  yielded  billions  of  dollars  in  deficit  reductions.    Over  the  last  year,  our 
reports  and  testimony  discussing  the  health  care  system's  vulnerability  to  fraud  and  abuse 
stimulated  legislative  activity  and  helped  focus  the  debate  on  significant  administrative 
reform. 

•  GAO  documented  major  problems  in  the  developmental  and  operational  testing  of  the 
Bigeye  chemical  bomb,  and  raised  serious  questions  about  whether  the  bomb  could 
function.  As  a  result,  the  Congress  required  additional  testing  and  barred  full-scale 
production  until  the  weapon  met  test  requirements.  In  mid- 1990,  DOD  canceled  plans  to 
produce  the  bomb  as  part  of  a  major  arms  control  agreement  with  the  then-Soviet  Union, 
at  a  savings  of  $560  million.  Former  House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  Chairman  Dante 
Fascell  said  that  GAO's  work  "...made  an  important  contribution  to  the  bilateral  chemical 
weapons  agreement  between  the  U.S.  and  USSR.... ' 

•  GAO,  in  conjunction  with  Israel's  State  Comptroller,  raised  serious  financial  and 
affordability  issues  associated  with  the  U.S.-funded  development  of  Israel's  multibillion 
dollar  Lavi  fighter  aircraft,  which  ultimately  led  Israel  to  stop  further  development  and 
production  of  the  program. 

•  GAO's  reports  on  the  enriched  uranium  program  contributed  to  the  Department  of 
Energy's  decision  to  abandon  a  plant,  thus  saving  about  $3.5  billion.  Also,  our  reports  on 
the  Clinch  River  Breeder  Reactor,  covering  virtually  every  important  aspect  of  the  project 
from  its  escalating  costs  to  its  future  place  in  the  nation's  energy  strategy,  played  a  pivotal 
role  in  the  Congress'  decision  to  terminate  the  project. 
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Alerting  the  Congress  to  M^or  Problem  Areas 

In  addition,  much  of  our  work  has  helped  alert  the  Congress  to  emerging  problem  areas. 
Some  examples  follow. 

•  Since  we  first  began  alerting  the  Congress  in  the  mid-1980s  to  the  growing  problems  in  the 
thrift  industry,  we  have  continuously  monitored  the  management  and  costs  of  the  Savings 
and  LfOan  crisis.  We  have  also  proposed  numerous  legislative  and  regulatory  reforms.  For 
example,  our  reports  and  testimony  contributed  to  the  enactment  of  the  Financial 
Institutions  Reform,  Recovery,  and  Enforcement  Act  of  1989  and  the  Federal  Deposit 
Insurance  Corporation  Improvement  Act  of  1991. 

•  Through  a  series  of  financial  audits  and  program  reviews,  we  alerted  the  Congress  and  the 
Resolution  Trust  Corporation  (RTC)  to  a  number  of  areas  that  were  vulnerable  to  waste, 
abuse,  and  mismanagement.  Recently,  we  reported  several  billion  dollars  in  excess  funds 
that  permitted  RTC  to  lower  its  estimates  for  completing  the  thrift  cleanup  and  to  resume 
efforts  to  resolve  insolvent  thrifts. 

•  Initially,  we  alerted  the  Congress  to  the  overall  cost  of  the  Persian  Gulf  War  and  later 
concluded  that  the  war  could  be  completely  financed  from  allied  contributions.  As  a  result, 
in  1992,  the  Congress  rescinded  $14.7  bilUon  from  the  taxpayer-financed  Regional  Defense 
Fund. 

•  In  response  to  our  technical  and  procurement-related  concerns,  the  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  (FAA)  did  not  award  a  planned  data  processing  contract  for  the  Computer 
Resources  Nucleus  project.  Instead,  it  issued  a  dramatically  improved  request  for  proposal 
that  resulted  in  a  contract  costing  nearly  $1  billion  less  than  originally  planned. 

•  GAO  reports  and  testimony  showing  that  DOD's  5-year  spending  plans  tended  to  materially 
underestimate  weapon  program  costs  and  overestimate  the  amount  of  future  funding 
available  for  defense  program,  supported  legislation  requiring  DOD's  spending  plans  to 
match  the  President's  budget. 

•  Recommendations  to  restructure  the  B-2  bomber  program  resulted  in  budget  reductions  of 
$1.1  billion  in  fiscal  year  1991  and  an  average  reduction  of  $4  billion  over  the  next  3  years. 
Also,  GAO's  work  on  the  C-17  cargo  plane  and  Seawolf  submarine  was  used  extensively  in 
congressional  deliberations  on  those  systems. 

•  GAO's  oversight  of  FAA's  $33-billion  air  traffic  control  modernization  program  was 
crucial  in  helping  the  Congress  make  funding  decisions  and  encouraging  FAA  to  change  its 
acquisition  process. 

Improving  the  Lives  of  Americans 

Many  other  recommendations  have  resulted  in  improvements  in  government  operations  and 
services.  Last  fiscal  year,  for  example,  we  documented  192  instances  of  unmeasurable  or 
nonfinancial  accomplishments.  This  was  up  146  percent  from  1985.  Some  significant 
examples  of  such  accomplishments  follow. 
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•  Documenting  the  lifesaving  effects  that  states  could  expect  from  an  increased  minimum 
drinking  age  helped  influence  state  legislation  so  that  now  all  50  states  and  the  Ehstrict 
of  Columbia  have  increased  the  minimum  drinking  age  to  21.  These  actions  are  estimated 
to  have  saved  1,000  lives  annually. 

•  Our  disclosure  of  serious  deficiencies  in  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration's  oversight  of 
medical  device  manufacturers  helped  strengthen  regulations  to  reduce  the  chances  of 
unsafe  devices  reaching  the  marketplace. 

•  In  direct  response  to  GAO's  work,  the  National  Institutes  of  Health  (NIH)  substantially 
tightened  its  procedures  for  ensuring  that  government-sponsored  research  include  women 
where  appropriate,  and  NIH  created  an  Office  of  Research  on  Women's  Health  to  more 
proactively  deal  with  women's  health  issues. 

•  After  GAO  found  inadequacies  in  the  regulation  of  hospital  sterilants  and  disinfectants,  the 
Food  and  Drug  Administration  quickly  issued  an  advisory  to  manufacturers  to  comply  with 
safety  requirements  in  marketing  their  products. 

Strengthening  Government  Management 

In  the  mid-1980s,  GAO  began  reviewing  the  overall  management  of  agencies.  The  major  goal 
of  these  general  management  reviews  was  to  outhne  for  the  leaders  of  executive  branch 
agencies  the  importance  of  improving  their  management  practices. 

The  most  common  recommendations  emerging  from  management  reviews  reinforce  such 
management  basics  as  developing  strategic  planning  systems;  dealing  with  leadership 
weaknesses  that  result  from  a  high  rate  of  turnover  and  lack  of  accountability;  addressing 
long-standing  problems  involving  information  resources  management,  financial  management, 
and  internal  controls;  zuid  focusing  more  on  how  managers  gmd  workers  are  recruited  £uid 
trained.  We  have  made  over  400  specific  recommendations  along  these  lines  to  agency  heads. 
Many  will  take  years  of  sustained  action  to  implement.  While  some  agencies  still  have  a  long 
way  to  go,  their  response  has  been  encouraging. 

•  The  Department  of  Agriculture,  for  example,  has  actively  pursued  major  reforms  and 
streamlining  initiatives.  The  Secretary  has  announced  a  plan  to  restructure  USDA  around 
6  key  missions,  reducing  the  number  of  agencies  from  42  to  30.  Consistent  with  our 
recommendation,  this  restructuring  would  consolidate  3  farm  agencies  into  a  single  Farm 
Service  Agency.  The  Secretary  also  plans  to  streamUne  the  existing  USDA  field  structure 
by  eliminating  at  least  1,300  field  offices. 

•  The  new  IRS  commissioner  cited  our  work  as  providing  "...a  roadmap  for  strengthening 
fmancial  management  and  accountability  at  IRS."  In  fact,  IRS  has  used  our  management 
review  findings  to  improve  the  agency's  operations  in  many  areas.  For  example,  it  has 
reorganized  its  top  management  structure  to  improve  accountability  and  communications. 
It  also  improved  decision-making  by  setting  up  a  strategic  management  system  and  is  now 
assessing  accomphshments  against  its  strategic  business  plan.  As  a  result  of  this  improved 
focus,  IRS  is  now  making  progress  in  reducing  errors,  improving  financial  management, 
and  modernizing  its  computer  systems. 
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Improving  Financial  Management 

GAO  has  long  been  associated  with  major  reforms  in  government  financial  management.  Oiir 
many  years  of  identifying  problems  in  internal  controls  and  accounting  systems  has  led  to 
the  passage  of  major  legislation  such  as  the  Financial  Integrity  Act  and  the  Chief  Financial 
Officers  (CFO)  Act.  GAO  has  also  taken  the  lead  in  conducting  financial  audits  called  for  by 
the  CFO  Act.   For  example; 

•  Our  1991  audit  of  the  Army  identified  about  $95  billion  of  adjustments  and  corrections  to 
improve  the  accuracy  and  presentation  of  the  department's  report  on  its  financial  position. 
In  addition,  we  found  that  Army  inventory  records  did  not  accxirately  record  either  the 
quantities  or  the  values  of  a  reported  $17  billion  of  spare  parts  and  supplies.  As  a  result 
of  our  work,  the  Army  has  implemented  improved  inventory  procedures,  including  a 
statistically  based  year-end  count  for  1992. 

•  Our  financial  audit  of  the  Air  Force  disclosed  that  existing  financial  management  systems 
need  enhancements  to  produce  sufficiently  reliable  information  for  managerial  purposes. 

•  IRS  has  undertaken  a  major  effort  to  improve  the  reliability  of  its  reported  accounts 
receivable  in  response  to  our  finding  that  amounts  reported  prior  to  fiscal  year  1992  were 
significantly  overstated.  Our  audit  of  IRS'  June  1991  figures  showed  that  IRS  had 
overstated  its  net  collectible  receivables  by  over  300  percent"$66  billion  versus  our 
estimate  of  $19  billion.  Also,  in  response  to  our  findings  of  weaknesses  in  IRS  controls  over 
the  accuracy  and  confidentiality  of  taxpayer  data,  IRS  has  pledged  to  improve  its 
monitoring  of  the  computer  activities  of  the  56,000  IRS  employees  who  routinely  deal  with 
these  data. 

•  Our  audit  at  the  Customs  Service  highlighted  a  wide  range  of  problems  regarding  the 
reliabiUty  of  reported  information  and  controls  over  billions  of  dollars  in  revenue  and 
property.  Also,  we  found  that  seized  items,  such  as  drugs  and  firearms,  were  not 
adequately  accounted  for  and  protected  from  theft  or  misappropriation.  Customs  is  now 
making  various  improvements  to  its  systems  and  processes  to  address  these  problems. 

OPERA'nONAL  IMPROVEMENTS 

Now  I'd  like  to  discuss  some  of  the  changes  we've  made  during  the  last  8  years  that  we  feel 
have  contributed  the  most  to  our  improved  service  to  the  Congress.  These  changes  have  also 
allowed  us  to  keep  pace  with  the  growth  and  complexity  of  government  without  increasing 
the  size  of  our  staff.   Specifically,  since  1985  we  have  taken  steps  to 

•  improve  how  we  set  work  priorities; 

•  build  the  issue-area  expertise  of  our  regional  staff; 

•  streamline  our  headquarters  and  field  organization  and  close  several  offices; 

•  capitalize  on  developments  in  information  resources,  especially  microcomputer  technology; 

•  continually  elicit,  study,  and  implement  ideas  for  improving  our  efficiency  and  effectiveness; 
and 
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•  strengthen  systems  for  ensuring  that  our  work  is  of  high  quality  and  meets  professional 
standards. 

Finally,  and  most  important,  we  have  made  a  concerted  effort  to  further  invest  in  our  most 
important  resource,  our  people,  upon  whose  individual  initiative  and  talent  our  success  so 
heavily  depends. 

Anticipating  Needs  and  Focusing  Our  Work  for  the  Congress 

An  important  question  that  is  often  asked  about  GAO  is  how  we  set  our  work  priorities.  The 
importance  of  this  process  has  been  heightened  in  recent  years  by  our  need  to  respond  to  a 
growing  workload  that,  for  most  of  our  issue  areas,  now  exceeds  our  ability  to  respond  to 
every  request  or  to  do  so  as  quickly  as  our  customers  would  like.  Thus,  to  optimize  our 
usefulness  to  the  Congress,  we  have  taken  a  number  of  actions  in  recent  years  to  better  focus 
our  efforts.  For  example,  we  have  renewed  emphasis  on  the  need  to  acquire  a  fuller 
understanding  of  the  issues  the  Congress  is  likely  to  address  in  the  next  several  years,  as 
well  as  the  influence  on  its  information  needs  of  external  socioeconomic  and  technological 
trends.  Thus,  in  our  planning  process,  we  consult  broadly  with  congressional  Members  and 
staff  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  as  well  as  with  a  wide  spectrum  of  government  and  private 
experts.  The  resulting  2  to  3  year  plans  define  the  major  issues  about  which  we  believe  the 
Congress  will  need  information  and  advice  and  describe  the  overall  strategy  and  individual 
jobs  that  we  will  undertake  as  resources  become  available. 

Because  the  volume  of  requests  and  potential  areas  easily  exceed  our  resources,  we 
established  guidelines  in  early  1990  designed  to  provide  an  appropriate  mix  of  work  and  to 
optimize  GAO's  usefulness  to  the  Congress.  Specifically,  we  try  to  focus  our  resources  on 
assignments  having  the  potential  to  achieve  at  least  one,  and  preferably  several,  of  the 
following  objectives: 

•  Contribute  to  congressional  decision-making  on  significant  public  policy  issues; 

•  Fulfill  statutory  and  legislative  requirements  and  commitments; 

•  Identify  and  eliminate  serious  mismanagement,  fraud,  and  abuse; 

•  Realize  large  dollar  savings  for  the  government  and  the  taxpayers; 

•  Change  policies,  procedures,  and  management  structures  of  major  government  programs 
to  better  achieve  desired  program  results  and/or  achieve  objectives  at  lower  cost; 

•  See  that  major  government  programs  comply  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations  jmd  that 
funds  are  spent  legally; 

•  Ensure  that  funds  of  major  government  programs  are  accounted  for  accurately;  and 

•  Enhance  GAO's  methodological  and  technical  skills. 

We  have  communicated  these  priorities  in  various  ways  to  all  GAO  staff.  This  has 
undoubtedly  helped  us  make  better  choices  in  the  work  we  imdertake  and  the  way  in  which 
we  manage  our  jobs.    In  setting  priorities,  we  also  give  preference  to  committee  requests 
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made  by  chairs  and  ranking  minority  members,  as  well  as  to  legislative  mandates.  We  also 
attempt,  however,  to  preserve  some  level  of  resources  for  important  self-initiated  work  that 
may  not  have  a  congressional  sponsor,  but  that  we  believe  could  be  needed  in  the  future  or 
that  could  otherwise  have  important  impacts  on  the  effectiveness  of  government  or  could  help 
avoid  economic  losses  to  the  taxpayer. 

Although  we  believe  these  measures  are  generally  successful  in  teu-geting  our  work,  demand 
for  our  assistance  will  likely  continue  to  grow,  while  every  indication  is  that  legislative 
branch  resources  will  not.  Thus,  we  continue  to  look  for  ways  to  refine  and  improve  how  we 
set  priorities. 

In  particulaur,  we  have  considered  proposals  put  forward  by  others  to  create  a  board  to  screen 
or  approve  the  requests  we  receive  or  to  create  a  voucher  system  that  would  ration  committee 
access  to  support  agency  services.  As  an  agency  that  is  asked  to  undertake  a  large  volume 
of  complex  work,  we  are  concerned  about  the  administrative  practicality  of  these  mechanisms. 
We  would,  of  course,  be  willing  to  discuss  such  proposals  further  if  the  Congress  chose  to 
pursue  them. 

I  would  caution,  however,  against  any  approach  that  would  significantly  limit  the  scope  of 
work  we  may  perform  or  our  flexibility  to  undertake  work  on  our  own  initiative.  Such 
measures  are  tantamount  to  "muzzling  the  auditor,"  which  has  led  to  disastrous  consequences 
in  both  the  private  and  public  sectors. 

Special  Investigations 

In  the  mid-1980s,  it  became  increasingly  clear  that  an  office  staffed  by  highly  trained 
investigators,  including  those  experienced  in  criminal  cases,  was  necessary  for  us  to  respond 
to  a  special  subset  of  our  congressional  request  workload-jobs  where  violation  of  criminal 
laws  was  suspecied  or  alleged.  Consequently,  in  1986,  with  congressional  encouragement, 
I  estabUshed  the  Office  of  Special  Investigations  to  enhance  our  ability  to  do  investigative 
work.  This  function  has  been  highly  successful  and  now  handles  about  45  investigations  per 
year.  In  addition  to  conducting  such  investigations,  it  has  become  an  invaluable  adviser  amd 
in-house  consultant  on  work  in  many  areas  particularly  vulnerable  to  fraud,  waste,  and 
abuse,  thus  significantly  expanding  our  ability  to  undertake  such  work. 

Restructuring  Our  Organization 
to  Fit  Today's  Environment 

Environments  change—and  organizations  must  either  adapt  to  these  changes  or  be  left 
behind.  During  the  past  several  years,  we  have  undertaken  a  number  of  initiatives  to  realign 
our  organization,  including  (1)  developing  greater  issue-area  expertise  and  job  management 
skills  in  our  field  staff  and  (2)  closing,  combining,  or  consolidating  a  number  of  our  field 
offices  and  audit  sites. 

To  enhance  our  expertise,  we  have  reduced  the  number  of  major  issues  each  field  office 
focuses  on  and  are  concentrating  our  work  where  it  makes  the  most  sense.  For  example,  in 
fiscal  year  1989,  our  agriculture  work  was  conducted  by  10  field  offices.  Now  the  bulk  of  this 
work  is  done  in  five  offices- Atlanta,  Chicago,  Dallas,  Kansas  City,  and  San  Francisco-that 
are  responsible  for  covering  the  entire  country.  Since  this  change,  productivity  as  measured 
by  the  number  of  agriculture  reports  and  testimony  appearances  has  increased  significantly. 
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We  have  also  had  good  success  in  placing  management-level  staff  in  our  regional  offices 
whose  only  responsibility  is  to  lead  work  in  a  specific  programmatic  area.  These  managers 
oversee  a  core  staff  dedicated  to  working  in  a  single  issue  £u"ea,  smd  they  direct  all  aspects 
of  the  work,  including  duties  traditionally  carried  out  only  in  our  Washington  headquarters. 
This  is  a  relatively  new  initiative,  but  early  indications  are  that  it  holds  excellent  promise 
for  improving  both  the  efficiency  and  timeliness  of  our  work. 

GAO  has  long  had  a  two-tiered  field  office  structure—15  regional  aind  overseas  offices 
supported  by  a  number  of  relatively  small  suboffices.  Others  and  I  have  wondered  whether 
this  structure,  particularly  the  suboffices,  gave  us  the  flexibihty  we  needed  to  shifl  resources 
when  our  workload  changed  geographically.  In  1987,  we  established  a  task  force  of  senior 
managers  to  analyze  our  suboffice  structure  and  find  opportunities  for  long-term  efficiency 
gains.  Specifically,  we  sought  changes  that  took  advantage  of  developments  in  transportation 
and  communications  technology  that  could  allow  consolidation  of  small  offices  and  greater 
concentration  in  fewer  and  larger  federal  centers.  On  the  basis  of  that  study,  we  decided  to 
close  eight  small  suboffices  and,  as  a  result,  were  able  to  reallocate  about  70  staff  years  to 
mission  work  elsewhere.  We  also  combined  two  regional  offices-Chicago  and  Detroit. 
Because  of  their  proximity  and  the  many  common  work  areas,  combining  these  regions 
provided  significant  efficiencies  by  eliminating  redundant  positions  and  better  coordinating 
their  work.  Citing  these  earUer  successes,  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  recently 
directed  us  to  take  an  even  more  fundamental  look  at  our  field  structure,  and  that  study  is 
now  underway.  Finedly,  in  the  last  3  years,  we  have  consolidated  many  of  our  smaller 
headquarters  audit  sites. 

Investing  in  the  GAO  Workforce 

We  are  continually  striving  to  improve  the  quality  of  our  products,  our  responsiveness  to  the 
Congress,  and  the  efficiency  with  which  we  carry  out  our  work.  In  achieving  these  goals, 
people  are  clearly  GAO's  greatest  resource,  and  our  organizational  success  depends  on  how 
well  we  manage  that  resource.  To  do  so,  we  have  adopted  human  resource  management  goals 
that  embrace  the  following  six  principles: 

•  Hire  the  best, 

•  Train  them  well, 

•  Give  them  challenging  work, 

•  Provide  them  first  rate  equipment  and  work  environments, 

•  Reward  those  who  excel,  and 

•  Treat  people  fairly. 

Pursuing  these  principles  has  yielded  excellent  progress  in  the  past  few  yeairs.  To  illustrate, 
I  would  hke  to  cite  just  a  few  of  the  human  resource  management  improvements  we  have 
been  making. 

Recruitment 

With  a  renewed  emphasis  on  the  importance  of  hiring  the  best,  several  years  ago  we 
centralized  responsibility  for  managing  all  of  GAO's  recruitment  activities  within  one  office 
and  developed  a  highly  successful  campus  executive  program  where  60  executives,  including 
myself,  were  actively  involved  in  developing  and  maintaining  an  ongoing  relationship  with 
selected  colleges  and  universities.     We  revised  recruiting  materials  to  emphasize  the 
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professionalism  and  commitment  to  quality  that  we  strive  to  attain  at  GAO.  In  addition,  we 
made  numerous  changes  to  the  recniiting  process  to  gain  efficiencies  and  to  simplify  the 
process  for  applicants.  In  1991,  we  received  nearly  5,000  applicants  for  the  approximately 
200  entry-level  positions  filled  and  were  able  to  attract  very  bright  and  well-prepared  new 
employees.  For  example,  the  average  grade  point  average  of  our  entry-level  hires  was  3.6  on 
a  4-point  scale,  and  nearly  three-quarters  had  either  a  masters  or  doctorate  degree.  However, 
due  to  budget  constraints,  we  imposed  a  hiring  freeze  in  February  1992. 

Training 

The  broad  scope  of  our  work  requires  that  managers  and  staff  be  familiar  with  a  wide  range 
of  methodologies  and  be  able  to  work  effectively  in  interdisciplinary  teams.  To  support  them, 
we  have  made  a  substantial  financial  investment  in  training  and  education  opportunities  for 
all  employees.  Since  establishing  our  Training  Institute  in  1988,  we  have  completely 
revamped  the  technicgd  curriculiim  for  evaluators  and  have  developed  new  curricula  for 
attorneys  and  support  staff 

Major  effort  also  has  been  devoted  to  supporting  issue-area  training  in  such  fields  as  financial 
management,  information  management,  and  logistics.  We  believe  that  this  training  has 
significantly  improved  the  ability  of  our  staff  to  address  complex  questions  posed  by  the 
Congress  as  well  as  the  efficiency  with  which  we  conduct  this  work.  For  all  evaluators  and 
evaluator-related  staff,  including  senior  managers,  continuing  professional  education  is 
required.  They  must  complete  80  hours  every  2  years  in  order  to  remain  qualified  to  conduct 
audit  or  evaluation  work.  More  recently,  we  adopted  a  continuing  education  requirement  for 
our  attorneys. 

Affirmative  Action 

GAO  remains  committed  to  supporting  an  affirmative  action  program  that  results  in  a 
representative  GAO  workforce.  With  targeted  recruiting  activities  in  place  for  both  entry- 
and  upper-level  positions,  unit  heads  are  responsible  for  developing  and  pursumg  affirmative 
action  goals  within  their  respective  units.  We  are  also  striving  to  integrate  workforce 
diversity  values  throughout  the  organization.  Although  our  total  workforce  remained 
relatively  constant  from  1985  to  1992,  we  have  increased  the  representation  of  women  and 
minorities  at  all  levels.  Specifically,  as  shown  in  the  following  table,  the  percentage  of 
women  in  GAO's  professional  ranks  has  increased  41  percent,  while  the  percentage  of 
minorities  in  the  workforce  has  increased  34  percent.  I  am  pleased  that  both  women  and 
minorities  have  made  considerable  progress  in  attaining  entry,  middle  management,  and 
senior  positions  within  GAO  and  hope  to  continue  this  progress  in  the  future. 
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Percentage  of  Women  and  Minorities  Is  1 

ncreasing 

Band  1/  GS-7-12 

Women 
Minorities 

1985 

45.6 
25.8 

1992 

56.9 
31.2 

%  Increase 

25 

21 

Band  ll/GS-13-14 

Wonnen 
Minorities 

16.0 
10.0 

33.2 
18.6 

108 
86 

Band  lll/GS-15 

Women 
Minorities 

7.6 
4.1 

23.5 
10.0 

209 
144 

SES 

Women 
Minorities 

10.0 
5.8 

16.7 
13.2 

67 
128 

Total 

Women 
Minorities 

27.9 
16.1 

39.3 
21.5 

41 
34 

Capitalizing  on  Information  Resources  Technology 

As  you  know,  advances  in  the  information  sciences,  especially  microcomputer  technology, 
have  revolutionized  the  way  modem  organizations  function.  This  is  especially  true  for 
organizations  such  as  ours,  in  which  information  itself  is  both  a  major  input  and  the  principal 
product.  Today,  microcomputers  are  as  indispensable  to  our  staff  as  calculators  were  15 
years  ago.  In  fact,  our  newest  employees  are  accustomed  to  having  the  latest  computer 
technology  available  to  them  in  their  educational  and  work  environments,  and  they  expect 
GAG  to  provide  similar  equipment  and  software.  I  am  proud  to  say  that  as  a  result  of  efforts 
over  the  past  several  years  to  acquire  desktop  and  portable  microcomputers,  we  have  met  our 
goal  of  providing  a  microcomputer  to  every  staff  member  who  needs  one. 

But  it  is  not  enough  merely  to  put  a  microcomputer  in  the  hands  of  each  staff  member. 
Rapidly  advancing  technology  quickly  tvims  today's  state-of-the-art  computer  into  tomorrow's 
surplus  equipment.  This  is  true  not  only  for  microcomputers,  but  also  for  supporting 
software  and  equipment,  such  as  printers  and  telecommunication  devices.  There  is  no 
staying  even  in  this  area:  either  we  move  ahead  or  fall  behind.  To  move  ahead,  we  must 
integrate  information  technology  into  the  very  fabric  of  the  organization  itself  We  have 
undertaken  a  number  of  initiatives  to  do  just  that. 

Two  years  ago  we  placed  in  operation  a  new  assignment  tracking  system  that  helps  us  better 
follow  the  progress  of  our  work  and  emphasize  key  decision  points  in  our  work  process.  More 
recently,  we  have  made  great  progress  in  our  efforts  to  pilot  a  wide  area  network  and  develop 
network-supported  applications  to  improve  our  assignment  process.  This  technology  holds 
the  potentizd  to  greatly  enhance  the  ability  of  our  geographically  dispersed  staff  to  respond 
to  growing  congressional  information  needs.  Networking  our  microcomputers  will  open  up 
opportunities  to  share  information  and  redesign  our  processes. 
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Our  communication  capability  has  also  been  enhanced  by  initiatives  to  upgrade  telephone 
services  and  to  introduce  video-teleconferencing  to  our  headquarters  and  regional  offices. 
These  efforts  were  carried  out  in  cooperation  with  the  Architect  of  the  Capitol.  Furthermore, 
the  changes  in  our  telephone  services  give  us  communication  compatibility  with  the 
legislative  branch,  significantly  reduce  costs,  and  provide  our  staff  with  new  features,  such 
as  voice  messaging  and  conferencing.  Our  video-teleconferencing  experience  began  with  a 
pilot  between  our  headquarters  and  Seattle  offices  and  was  recently  extended  to  include  eight 
more  regional  offices  with  plans  to  bring  on  the  remaining  regions  over  the  next  several 
months.  It  has  illustrated  that  this  technology  can  make  a  significant  contribution  to  GAO's 
operations,  particularly  at  a  time  when  travel  funding  has  been  substantiedly  reduced. 

On  the  administrative  side,  we  have  also  added  significant  advances  in  automation.  For 
example,  we  consoUdated  our  payroll,  personnel,  time  and  attendance,  assignment 
management,  and  property  and  supply  information  systems,  which  are  now  being  operated 
by  the  Depsulment  of  Agriculture's  NationaJ  Finance  Center.  This  has  proven  to  be  very 
effective,  and  we  beheve  it  is  saving  the  taxpayers  a  considerable  amount  of  money.  We  have 
also  placed  in  operation  a  financial  management  package  that  meets  the  accounting 
principles  and  standards  we  promulgate  for  the  rest  of  the  federal  government.  The  system 
has  successfully  supported  production  of  timely,  auditable  financial  statements  for  the  past 
6  years.  , 

Initiatives  to  Improve  Our  Efficiency  and  Effectiveness 

Several  years  ago,  in  recognition  of  the  central  role  each  GAO  employee  plays  in  achieving 
operational  efficiencies,  we  instituted  a  program  designed  to  elicit,  study,  and  implement 
improvement  ideas  ft-om  staifF  throughout  the  organization.  Called  the  Operations 
Improvement  Program,  it  provides  a  vehicle  for  encouraging  employee  ideas  at  all  levels  and 
enlisting  employee  help  in  bringing  those  ideas  to  fi-uition.  Among  the  projects  that,  in  my 
opinion,  have  yielded  significant  benefits  are 

•  the  enhanced  use  of  graphics  in  GAO  products  and  presentations,  through  decentrahzed 
graphics  centers  and  improved  training; 

•  the  use  of  bulk  mailing  to  achieve  significant  savings  in  mailing  costs;  and 

•  the    automation    of    assignment    initiation    paperwork    that    significantly    reduced 
administrative  burden  on  evaluator  staff. 

With  our  workload  becoming  larger  and  more  complex,  we  must  increasingly  ask  whether 
traditional  approaches  to  our  work  will  enable  us  to  meet  future  challenges.  To  this  end,  we 
recently  concluded  that  we  must  seek  ways  to  accelerate  the  pace  of  innovation  in  everything 
we  do  through  the  apphcation  of  quality  management  principles. 

Pursuing  Total  Quality  Management 

Our  future  success,  like  that  of  every  vital  organization,  requires  both  a  willingness  to  change 
and  a  commitment  to  continual  improvement.  As  you  know,  total  quality  management  is  a 
leadership  philosophy  that  sets  the  quahty  of  products  and  services  as  the  primary  goal  for 
an  organization  and  adopts  continual  improvement  as  a  way  of  life.  It  offers  a  comprehensive 
approach  to  managing  that  has  helped  both  pubhc  and  private  sector  organizations  make 
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significant  improvements  in  quality  and  efficiency.  A  key  to  success  is  the  involvement  of 
every  employee  in  quality  improvement  efforts. 

We  are  in  the  third  year  of  our  efforts  toward  implementing  the  total  quality  management 
concept  at  GAO.  We  decided  to  explore  this  approach  after  our  1990  study  of  total  quahty 
management  in  20  high  scoring  manufacturing  compames  from  among  those  competing  for 
the  Malcolm  Baldrige  National  Quality  Award.  What  we  found  was  that  these  firms  were 
successfully  building  quality  into  their  products  throughout  their  processes.  And  while 
improving  quality,  they  also  achieved  higher  productivity,  greater  customer  satisfaction,  and 
better  employee  relations.  When  we  saw  what  total  quality  management  had  accompbshed 
in  the  private  sector,  we  decided  to  investigate  what  it  might  do  for  GAO.  During  1990,  we 
visited  a  number  of  companies  and  government  agencies  that  were  using  TQM  practices. 

Late  in  1990,  we  decided  to  go  forward  with  our  program,  because  we  were  convinced  by  our 
research  that  TQM  could  help  us  improve  our  processes  and  thereby  our  service  to  the 
Congress.  We  spent  1991  building  our  quahty  infrastructure  and  carefully  developing  our 
plan.  In  April  of  that  year,  we  estabhshed  a  high-level  Quality  Council  made  up  of  senior 
managers  to  direct  and  guide  this  long-term  effort.  We  also  developed  our  first 
implementation  plan  and  set  three  major  goals-to  survey  our  customers,  begin  to  analyze  key 
processes,  and  train  our  staff  about  TQM  concepts  and  practices.  We  learned  from  our 
customer  survey  that  we  could  improve  our  communication  with  the  Congress-and  that  our 
responsiveness  and  the  way  we  set  our  work  priorities  needed  attention.  Consequently,  we 
have  identified  four  key  priority  areas  that  will  guide  GAO  over  the  next  several  years: 

1.  Improve  our  relationships  with  the  Congress. 

2.  Improve  the  quahty  of  our  work  and  processes. 

3.  Increase  support  of  various  GAO  components  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Congress  and  our 
other  customers. 

4.  Increase  the  value  of  GAO  to  the  taxpayers. 

How  GAO  Ensures  Quality  in  its  Work 

A  question  often  asked  is  whether  GAO,  as  the  independent  auditor  and  evaluator  of 
executive  branch  programs  and  activities,  is  itself  subject  to  external  audit  or  quahty  review. 
The  question  is  usually  phrased  as  "Who  audits  the  auditor?" 

Before  addressing  this  question  directly,  I  wish  to  point  out  that  GAO  has  in  place  a  well- 
documented  system  of  quahty  controls  to  ensure  that  its  audit  and  evaluation  activities  are 
conducted  with  the  highest  degree  of  professionalism  and  in  conformity  with  all  apphcable 
quality  standards.  This  system  of  controls  is  augmented  by  careful  selection  and  training  of 
highly  qualified  staff,  experienced  and  expert  supervision,  a  long  tradition  of  independence, 
and  integrity  and  dedication  to  exacting  standards  of  professional  conduct. 

No  GAO  assignment  is  started  without  being  approved  by  senior  managers  in  the  originating 
division.  In  addition,  top  advisers  and  1  regularly  review  all  new  starts.  Each  assignment 
team  also  reports  directly  to  a  senior  manager,  called  the  issue  area  director.  These  issue 
area  directors  typically  have  many  years  of  government  audit  and  evaluation  experience  and 


15 


128 


strong  technical  skills  and  programmatic  knowledge.  They  sign  many  of  our  reports  and 
frequently  testify  before  congressional  committees. 

The  data  collection  and  analysis  work  of  our  staff  is  carefully  documented  in  our  work  papers 
and  reviewed  by  experienced  supervisors.  When  a  congressional  requester  does  not  wish  us 
to  obtain  official  agency  comments  on  a  draft  report,  we  hold  exit  conferences  to  obtain  the 
views  of  responsible  officials  on  the  issues  to  be  discussed  in  our  reports.  Every  statement 
of  fact  in  a  GAO  product  is  independently  verified  by  an  experienced  evaluator  not  associated 
with  the  assignment  to  ensure  its  accuracy  and  support,  and  the  drafts  are  reviewed  by 
senior  GAO  managers  not  directly  associated  with  the  assignments  and  by  our  legal  staff 
prior  to  their  issuance  as  final  reports. 

But,  as  an  auditor,  I  recognize  that  no  matter  how  strong  a  system  of  controls  is,  periodic 
independent  checking  is  needed  to  ensure  that  it  is  operating  as  intended.  I,  therefore,  have 
taken  steps  to  systematically  test  compliance  with  GAO's  quality  control  system.  In  1983, 
we  initiated  an  zmnual  internal  quality  review  program-called  PAQRS,  for  Post  Assignment 
Quality  Review  System.  This  is  somewhat  similar  to  the  peer  review  programs  applied  by 
CPA  firms  and  most  other  government  auditing  organizations.  However,  an  important 
qualification  is  that  it  is  conducted  by  GAO  staff,  carefully  selected  from  units  other  than  the 
ones  being  reviewed,  rather  than  by  external  reviewers. 

We  have,  therefore,  taken  other  steps  to  get  independent  perspectives  on  our  internal  quahty 
assurance  processes.  Notably,  2  years  ago,  I  established  a  special  Quality  Control  Review 
Board,  chaired  by  Elliot  Richardson,  who  has  held  many  cabinet  and  subcabinet  positions, 
including  Secretary  of  Commerce,  Defense,  and  HEW  and  Attorney  General.  The  Board's 
purpose  is  to  review  smd  advise  us  on  the  effectiveness  of  our  internal  quality  program. 

Other  members  of  this  Board  are  the  following: 

•  John  C.  Burton,  CPA,  of  Columbia  University,  former  Chief  Accovmtant  of  the  Securities 
and  Exchange  Commission  and  former  Dean  of  the  Graduate  School  of  Business  at 
Columbia  University. 

•  David  F.  Linowes,  CPA,  of  the  University  of  Illinois,  who  was  also  the  Chairman  of  the 
President's  Commission  on  Privatization;  Chairman,  Presidential  Commission  on  the 
Nation's  Energy  Resources;  Chairman,  Federal  Privacy  Protection  Commission;  and 
National  Partner,  Laventhol  &  Horwath. 

•  John  Rhinelander,  a  Washington  attorney  with  Shaw,  Pittman,  Potts,  and  Trowbridge; 
former  Under  Secretary  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development; 
former  General  Counsel  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare;  and 
the  veteran  of  other  legal  positions,  including  adviser  to  the  SALT  I  delegation,  the  State 
Department,  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy. 

I  have  also  consistently  supported  the  idea  of  having  a  formal  external  quality  review  process 
for  GAO  and  have  made  proposals  on  how  this  might  be  done.  Such  a  review  would  be 
consistent  with  Government  Auditing  Standards,  which  require  organizations  conducting 
audits  to  have  an  external  quahty  control  review  at  least  once  every  3  years  by  an 
organization  not  affihated  with  the  organization  being  reviewed.  However,  we  have  been 
unable  to  implement  such  a  program  on  our  own,  primarily  because  of  strongly  held  views 
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that  primary  responsibility  for  overseeing  GAO's  operations  should  rest  with  the  appropriate 
congressional  committees.  As  you  know,  the  Senate  Governmental  Affairs  Committee  has 
contracted  with  the  National  Academy  for  Public  Administration  (NAPA)  to  conduct  a  broad 
review  of  GAO.  We  are  cooperating  fully  with  this  effort  and  expect  that  it  will  benefit  both 
GAO  and  the  Congress. 

RECENT  POUCY  AND  PROCEDURAL  CHANGES 

As  you  are  well  aware,  a  number  of  concerns  have  been  raised  that  I  would  characterize  as 
dealing  with  the  objectivity  of  our  work  and  the  fairness  of  certain  procedures  we  have 
followed  in  working  with  the  Congress.  Let  me  say  that  GAO  staff  have  always  taken  great 
pride  in  the  agency's  neutral,  nonpartisan  stance.  Our  audits,  evaluations,  and  investigations 
have  been  favorably  received  and  extensively  used  for  decades  by  pohcymakers  in  the 
Congress  and  the  executive  branch.  We  beUeve  this  wide  acceptance,  which  has  included 
Members  of  both  political  parties,  is  largely  due  to  the  high  degree  of  professionalism  that 
goes  into  our  work,  and  because  the  reports  we  produce  can  be  counted  on  to  offer  unbiased 
and  objective  findings  and  reconunendations. 

Nonetheless,  as  we  studied  these  concerns,  we  concluded  that  we  should  reexamine  certain 
policies  and  practices,  especially  as  they  relate  to  congressional  requests,  to  see  if  some 
changes  could  reinforce  and  demonstrate  our  strong  commitment  to  objectivity  and 
nonpartisan  assistance  to  the  Congress.    Before  I  discuss  these  changes,  some  background 
is  needed  on  our  past  pohcies  and  the  problems  that  have  sometimes  arisen. 

Some  members  have  said  that  we  favor  the  majority  party.  However,  GAO  is  required  by  law 
to  do  work  for  congressional  committees,  and  the  majority  party  sets  the  committees' 
legislative  and  oversight  agendas.  It  is  understandable,  therefore,  that  much  of  our  work  is 
in  response  to  requests  by  the  chairs  of  committees  and  subcommittees.  While  this  has  been 
characterized  as  favoring  the  majority  party,  it  should  be  noted  that  GAO  accords  equal 
status  to  requests  for  work  sent  to  us  by  ranking  minority  members  and,  further,  a 
substantial  portion  of  the  work  that  we  do  for  individual  members  is  done  for  those  in  the 
minority.  Incidentally,  when  the  Repubhcans  controlled  the  Senate,  our  Senate  request  work 
w£is  weighted  toward  Republican  committee  chairs. 

At  times,  a  requester  has  not  wanted  to  share  information  about  a  request  for  a  GAO  study 
or,  in  some  cases,  to  be  identified  as  the  source  of  the  request.  It  was  our  policy  in  the  past 
to  adhere  to  such  wishes,  causing  concern  to  some  members.  Concerns  also  have  been 
expressed  about  our  policy  of  complying  with  requesters'  wishes  to  issue  a  report  without  first 
giving  the  affected  agency  an  opportunity  to  comment. 

Finally,  the  subject  of  GAO  detailees  was  an  issue  during  last  year's  house  floor  debate  on 
our  appropriation.  Pursuant  to  statute  and  the  rules  of  both  houses,  GAO  is  authorized  to 
provide  staff  members  to  assist  committees  for  periods  not  to  exceed  1  year  without 
reimbursement  or  numerical  limit.  Although  assignments  are  generally  made  in  the  name 
of  the  chair  of  the  committee,  no  ranking  minority  member  has  made  a  request  for  a  GAO 
detailee  that  has  not  been  satisfied.  Problems  arise  when  committees  request  numerous 
detailees  or  ask  to  have  detailees  extended  beyond  the  1-year  statutory  limit. 

To  address  these  concerns,  and  after  discussions  with  the  leadership  and  a  number  of  senior 
Members  of  both  houses,  we  have  made  what  I  believe  are  some  very  positive  changes. 
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•  First,  we  have  strongly  reinforced  our  policy  of  including  minority  Members  and  their  staffs 
in  early  discussions  of  GAO  strategic  plans  to  ensure  that  we  are  considering  their 
interests  and  priorities  and  that  they  are  aware  of  the  objectives,  focus,  and  strategies  for 
our  work  in  their  areas  of  interest. 

•  We  also  decided  last  year  that  GAO  would  no  longer  undertake  assignments  in  which  the 
requester  was  unwilling  to  be  identified  as  the  source  of  the  request.  We  will,  of  course, 
continue  to  treat  confidentially  any  aspect  of  an  assignment  in  which  disclosure  could 
jeopardize  the  success  of  ongoing  work  or  be  otherwise  inappropriate. 

•  Last  year,  we  began  sending  a  monthly  listing  of  all  new  job  starts  to  the  Senate  and 
House  majority  and  minority  leadership.  This  was  in  response  to  a  requirement  in  the 
conference  report  on  the  fiscal  yeEir  1992  legislative  appropriations  bill.  This  listing,  along 
with  identifying  requesters,  when  asked,  will  allow  congressional  committees  and  Members 
to  become  aware  of  new  GAO  assignments  early  and,  if  they  desire,  to  seek  further 
information  about  the  work  from  the  requesters  themselves.  We  will  also  provide,  upon 
request,  a  listing  of  the  ongoing  committee  work  being  done  for  a  given  committee  to  the 
chairman  or  ranking  minority  member  of  that  committee. 

•  Although  we  have  long  taken  the  position  that  Hill  assignments  are  an  important  and 
valuable  experience  for  our  staff  and  that  detailees  provide  a  valuable  service  to  the 
Congress,  some  of  the  difficulties  involved  in  providing  that  service  have  caused  us  to 
rethink  our  specific  policies.  We  have  worked  with  committee  and  subcommittee  leadership 
to  reduce  the  number  of  congressional  detailees  and  to  eliminate  details  beyond  the  1-year 
statutory  limitation.  For  example,  at  the  end  of  the  second  quarter  of  fiscal  year  1992,  we 
had  63  detailees  assigned  to  committees  and  subcommittees,  but  by  the  end  of  the  third 
quarter  of  fiscal  year  1993,  we  had  only  34  staff  members  on  congressional  details. 

•  We  are  reemphasizing  to  our  own  staff,  as  well  as  to  congressional  requesters,  the  value 
of  agency  comments  in  ensuring  the  reliability  and  objectivity  of  our  reports.  In  particular, 
we  are  strongly  encouraging  requesters  to  allow  us  to  provide  the  agency  head  an 
opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  a  draft  report  when  the  issues  involved  are 
significant  or  controversial.  When  this  is  not  acceptable  to  the  requester,  we  will  make 
every  effort  to  fully  and  candidly  discuss  the  results  of  our  work  with  senior  agency  officials 
before  issuing  our  final  report. 

•  Some  congressional  requesters  choose  to  bmit  the  distribution  of  our  final  reports  for  up 
to  30  days  before  copies  are  sent  to  anyone  else.  To  expedite  the  communication  of  our 
work  results  to  other  interested  parties,  including  other  Members  of  the  Congress  and 
affected  agencies,  we  would  prefer  to  reduce  the  maximum  30-day  restriction  period. 
However,  we  have  been  reluctant  to  do  this  unilaterally,  because  some  requesters  feel  this 
restriction  period  is  helpful.  Some  requesters  have  indicated,  however,  that  they  might  be 
willing  to  agree  to  a  shorter  restriction  period  if  GAO  could  let  them  know,  in  advance, 
precisely  when  they  will  receive  a  final  report.  To  address  this  concern,  we  are  currently 
exploring  ways  to  improve  the  reliability  with  which  we  can  predict  issue  dates  of  reports. 

GAO's  role  in  relation  to  major  policy  issues  has  also  been  questioned.  Taken  as  a  whole,  the 
scope  of  GAO's  work  embraces  the  most  important  issues  facing  the  nation  and,  therefore, 
must  inevitably  deal  with  policy  issues  that  underlie  the  operations  it  examines.  We  receive 
hundreds  of  requests  each  year  (from  both  majority  and  minority  Members)  that  expressly 
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ask  us  to  examine  matters  that  deal  with  virtually  every'  significant  question  faced  by  the 
Congress.  In  answenng  these  requests,  certain  fundamental  principles  guide  GAO.  First, 
our  role  is  advisory,  and  we  realize  that  the  ultimate  responsibility  for  deciding  policy  lies 
with  the  Congress  and  the  executive  branch.  Second,  we  deal  with  recommendations  or 
policy  questions  only  as  they  flow  from  the  work  we  have  performed.  Third,  we  always  strive 
to  present  our  findings  in  a  balanced  manner,  and  when  practical,  include  a  range  of  options 
for  consideration.  Fourth,  I  want  to  say  without  qualification  that  while  GAO  may  favor  a 
specific  course  of  action  based  on  its  analysis  of  relevant  information,  it  never  promotes  a 
particular  position  on  the  basis  of  political  or  ideological  considerations. 

Downsizing 

Before  I  close,  I'd  like  to  touch  on  one  other  issue  that  could  have  far-reaching  effects  on  our 
service  to  the  Congress. 

Reducing  the  deficit  is  the  most  serious  problem  facing  government  today,  and  it  is  difficult 
to  conceive  of  a  solution  that  does  not  reduce  the  size  and  cost  of  government.  In  addition, 
quite  independent  of  the  budget  problem,  many  citizens  have  lost  faith  in  their  federal 
government.  We,  therefore,  face  a  very  difficult  task-to  create  a  government  that  is  smaller 
and  less  expensive,  but  that  is  also  efficient  and  responsive.   We  must  do  more  with  less. 

At  the  same  time,  it  is  worth  remembering  that  GAO  has  not  grown  appreciably  since  the 
early  1970s.  Dunng  this  period,  our  staffing  fluctuated  between  4,900  and  5,100  people. 
This  is  in  marked  contrast  to  the  increase  in  our  potential  audit  universe,  which  measured 
by  the  number  of  federal  programs,  overall  budget  expenditures,  and  government  intervention 
in  the  economy,  has  grown  geometrically.  Looking  at  the  federal  budget,  for  example,  in  the 
early  1970s,  federal  spending  was  just  over  $200  billion  as  compared  to  nearly  $1.5  trillion 
today.  We  have  also  seen  myriad  new  federal  programs,  greatly  complicated  state/federal 
relationships,  and  huge  increases  in  the  complexity  of  tax  laws  and  federal  regulations. 

Consequently,  we  already  worry  about  whether  we  are  providing  an  adequate  level  of  audit 
coverage,  and  a  smaller  GAO  will  mean  less  coverage  and  less  support  to  the  Congress  in  the 
future.  Thus,  I  would  like  to  clearly  state  that,  in  my  view,  too  large  a  reduction  in  GAO's 
staffing  level  would  be  penny  wise  and  pound  foolish.  Every  dollar  invested  in  GAO  is 
returned  many  times  in  measurable  financial  benefits. 

Nonetheless,  we  understand  that  GAO  must  do  its  part,  and  as  you  know  for  GAO 
downsizing  has  already  begun--our  staff  year  ceiling  has  been  reduced  in  recent  years  and 
this  is  likely  to  continue  during  the  next  2  years  due  to  funding  constraints.  If  the  early-out 
and  retirement  incentives  recently  funded  by  the  Congress  are  successful,  our  stafflevel  next 
year  will  be  down  over  10  percent  fi-om  where  we  were  at  the  beginning  of  1992. 

Perhaps,  the  most  important  issue  regarding  downsizing,  however,  is  how  it  is  accomplished. 
If  it  is  done  haphazardly  or  too  quickly  with  significant  additional  reductions,  we  will  lose 
talented  and  experienced  people,  reducing  technical  and  subject-area  expertise  that  has  taken 
years  to  develop.  It  would  also  do  violence  to  the  gains  we've  made  in  building  a  diverse 
workforce,  which  is  much  more  representative  of  American  society  today  than  it  was  just  10 
years  ago. 
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In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  tx)  thank  you  and  the  other  Members  of  this 
Committee  for  the  support  and  encouragement  that  GAO  has  received  over  the  years.  That 
support  has  allowed  us  to  strengthen  our  capabilities  and  provide  higher  quality  and  more 
timely  assistance  to  the  Congress.  The  Congress  has  in  turn  shown  its  confidence  in  GAO 
by  asking  us  to  look  at  nearly  every  important  issue  it  confronts. 

Today,  the  administration  is  undertaking  a  major  rethinking  of  the  federal  government's  role, 
how  it's  organized,  and  how  it's  managed.  The  proposals  resulting  from  the  Vice  President's 
National  Performance  Review,  when  combined  with  further  deficit  reductions  and  major 
initiatives  in  health  care,  welfare,  defense,  trade  and  foreign  policy,  will  dramatically  affect 
every  program,  department,  and  agency  of  the  government.  This  means  that  in  the  Congress 
every  committee,  subcommittee,  and  member  will  be  faced  with  a  staggering  array  of 
legislative,  administrative,  and  regulatory  proposals  that  will  involve  either  legislative 
decisions  or  congressional  oversight. 

In  evaluating  these  proposals  and  monitoring  the  success  of  policy  and  programmatic 
changes,  the  Congress  must  be  able  to  affirm  that  needed  services  are  being  maintained  and 
that  taxpayers  are  getting  what  they  pay  for.  To  do  this,  a  strong  GAO,  its  independence  and 
professionalism  ensured,  can  be  your  best  ally,  providing  a  focus  and  a  counterweight  to  the 
vast  array  of  information  you  receive  from  the  executive  branch  and  the  private  sector.  No 
other  institution  is  as  well  positioned  to  help  you.  Working  together,  we  can  ensure  that 
agencies  comply  with  the  laws  you  pass.  We  can  push  hard  to  see  that  basic  financial  records 
and  performance  data  are  available  ( emd  accurate)  to  provide  a  firm  foundation  for  oversight 
and  decision-making.  At  the  same  time,  we  can  continue  to  monitor  and  warn  you  of  major 
fmancial  risks  such  as  those  in  the  insurance  and  pension  areas.  We  can  watch  for 
accelerating  costs  in  big  programs,  and  we  can  help  you  pursue  effectiveness  and  efficiency 
in  every  major  federal  program.  I  believe  that  if  we  sharpen  our  focus,  we  can  do  all  this 
while  matching  the  12-percent  reduction  being  discussed  for  the  executive  branch.  But  we 
must  nonetheless  remain  strong,  and  that  will  require  your  continued  support. 

We  are  also  aware  that  if  we  are  to  continue  to  play  a  major  role  in  serving  the  Congress,  the 
work  we  do  must  live  up  to  the  high  standards  that  GAO  has  always  set  for  itself  As 
Comptroller  General,  I  will  not  allow  those  standards  to  be  eroded;  indeed,  with  your  help, 
we  will  continue  to  improve  the  quality,  timeUness,  value,  and  objectivity  of  our  work. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  in  the  future.  This  concludes  my  prepared 
remarks.  My  colleagues  and  I  will  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  you  or  other  Members 
of  the  Committee  may  have  at  this  time. 
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Mr.  Synar  [presiding].  And  you  will  in  about  5  minutes.  We  will 
recess  until  the  end  of  this  vote. 

[Recess  taken.] 

Mr.  CoNYERS  [presiding].  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

Mr.  dinger. 

Mr.  Clinger.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  And  General  Bowsher, 
thank  you  for  appearing  here  and  for  your  testimony.  And  I  hope 
at  least  that  this  hearing  and  the  one  that  will  follow  on  Thursday 
are  going  to  be  constructive  in  terms  of  addressing  some  of  the  is- 
sues that  have  been  raised. 

I  think  it  is  helpful  to  you  and  us  to  have,  hopefully,  periodic  re- 
views of  what  goes  on  so  that  these  problems  that  arise  and  con- 
cerns that  people  have  can  be  addressed  on  a  fairly  timely  basis 
and  not  be  allowed  to  fester  and  become,  perhaps,  larger  than  they 
should  be. 

Let  me  talk  about — I  think  the  things  that  have  struck  me  are 
two:  One  is  the  enormous  increase  in  the  number  of  reports  which 
GAO  does,  almost  an  exponential  increase  over  recent  years.  Sec- 
ond, the  fact  that  so  many  of  those  reports  are  now  initiated  from 
the  Congress;  in  other  words,  there  has  been  almost  a  total  flip-flop 
between  what  the  agency  itself  initially — what  it  was  doing,  70  per- 
cent were  being  initiated  by  the  agency  itself. 

And  there  was  a  real  thought  that  the  work  product  was  more 
credible  and  that  is  investigations  were  more  meaningful  and  had 
greater  significance  than  we  do  now  where  we  have  82  percent  ini- 
tiated by  the  Congress,  and  we  get  into  some  peripheral  and  per- 
haps not  as  important  things. 

I  guess  correlated  to  that  is,  I  frankly  think  that  you  do  too 
much.  I  think  we  are  overwhelmed  with  material,  and  the  question 
is:  Can  we  possibly  absorb  or  use  it  all  or  is  it  all  really  very  pro- 
ductive? Kind  of  a  rambling  question,  but  that  is  a  concern  that  I 
have.  You  would  like  to  get  back  to  the  point  you  were  doing  more 
of  the  work  initiated  internally? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  I  think  that  statistic  is  misleading,  to  be  very  hon- 
est with  you,  Mr.  Clinger.  The  history  goes  something  like  this: 
when  Elmer  Staats  became  Comptroller  General  in  1966,  GAO  was 
doing  work  for  Congress  about  15  percent  of  the  time.  He  thought 
that  GAO  should  be  working  more  on  the  issues  that  Congress  was 
concerned  about,  so  he  put  in  a  planning  process  that  had  GAO 
people  think  about  the  important  work  in  their  issue  areas,  and  to 
consult  with  the  Congress;  as  a  result  of  that,  and  in  working  with 
the  committees,  about  40  percent  of  the  work  was  requested  by 
Congress  when  he  left  office  and  I  came  into  GAO. 

Now,  it  is  interesting  that  back  in  the  1960's,  a  new  Member  of 
Congress,  one  of  your  colleagues,  Mr.  Horn,  wrote  a  book  about  the 
Appropriations  Committee.  He  said  in  his  book  that  he  thought 
that  GAO's  work  should  be  more  closely  tied  to  the  Congress  than 
what  it  was. 

When  I  came  into  office,  I  strengthened  the  planning  process  and 
the  quality  review  process.  So  the  work  that  we  are  doing  today  is 
more  relevant  than  what  we  were  doing  when  we  were  self-initiat- 
ing more  of  the  work. 

One  of  the  reasons  is  that  we  now  consult  with  so  many  different 
people  before  we  develop  our  plans,  including  many  educators,  in- 
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dustry  officials,  and  other  private  sector  experts,  and  certainly  the 
congressional  committees. 

Once  we  have  the  plans  ready,  we  discuss  our  work  with  the 
committees.  A  lot  of  the  requests  come  from  the  committees  be- 
cause they  see  that  we  have  a  very  good  plan.  Many  requests  were 
influenced  by  GAO's  thinking,  and  so  it  is  very  hard  to  decide 
whether  20  percent  of  GAO's  work  is  self-initiated  or  80  percent  is 
congressionally  requested. 

The  important  thing,  though,  I  do  believe  is  that  the  Comptroller 
General  must  always  have  the  capability  to  self-initiate  some  work. 
Some  people  have  argued  in  recent  years  that  we  should  give  up 
the  self-initiated  work,  but  I  would  disagree  with  that  completely. 
I  think  it  is  important  to  self-initiate  a  certain  percent. 

Mr.  Clenger.  It  doesn't  upset  you  that  the  balance  is 

Mr.  BowsHER.  It  doesn't  upset  me  at  all  if  the  balance  has  moved 
toward  80  percent  because  I  truly  believe  that  our  planning  process 
and  the  GAO  people  are  having  a  major  influence  on  determining 
the  important  work.  I  charge  all  my  division  directors  to  come  up 
with  the  important  work  in  putting  together  their  plans. 

Now  as  we  downsize,  we  will  be  doing  a  smaller  body  of  work. 
We  have  known  since  February  of  2  years  ago  that  we  were  coming 
down  in  size.  Of  course,  with  the  early-out  provisions,  we  are  com- 
ing down  fairly  rapidly.  So  I  have  asked  my  division  leadership  to 
reduce  the  number  of  reports  and  the  assignments  we  accept,  and 
we  have  been  doing  that  fairly  successfully.  I  wasn't  sure  how  suc- 
cessful we  would  be,  but  we  have  been  doing  that  quite  successfully 
here  in  the  last  few  months. 

In  two  of  my  major  divisions,  we  are  down  about  15  percent  on 
our  volume  of  reports.  It  helps  just  working  with  the  committees 
and  explaining  to  them  we  won't  be  able  to  do  as  many  jobs  as  we 
have  done  in  the  past  couple  of  years  when  we  were  probably  500 
people  larger  than  what  we  are  going  to  be. 

Mr.  Clenger.  It  seems  there  are  535  very  important  people  up 
here,  but  not  all  the  ideas  we  have  are  that  important.  How  do 
you — you  have  got  to  prioritize  this  thing  somehow. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Clinger.  How  do  you?  The  accusation  is  you  prioritize  in 
favor  of  the  majority. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  We  don't.  We  prioritize  them,  according  to  their 
importance.  That  is  what  we  try  to  do.  As  I  said  earlier,  we  would 
love  to  get  more  bipartisan  requests  and  more  requests  from  the 
minority  party.  For  example,  we  have  an  excellent  working  rela- 
tionship with  Congressman  Leach  both  when  he  was  here  and  in 
the  Banking  Committee,  and  that  relationship  would  be  my  model 
for  the  other  committees. 

In  other  words,  we  can  work  with  both  the  majority  and  minority 
on  each  committee  to  figure  out  the  important  jobs  that  GAO 
should  be  doing.  Where  is  the  biggest  fraud,  waste,  and  abuse  po- 
tential? Where  are  the  programs  that  are  not  effective?  Where  are 
the  programs  that  have  great  cost  overruns?  Where  are  the  pro- 
grams that  really  need  to  be  looked  at?  That  is  the  kind  of  dialog 
we  need  with  the  committee  leadership  and  that  is  what  we  try 
very  hard  to  do. 
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Mr.  Clinger.  One  of  the  concerns  that  has  been  expressed  about 
the  changing  role  of  GAO  is  that  some  years  ago  the  agency  was 
primarily  on  audits  and  nuts  and  bolts  figures.  You  have  changed 
more  to  a  performance  kind  of  audit,  policy  reviews,  which  is  obvi- 
ously going  to  get  you  into  more  contentious  areas.  The  things  that 
have  been  criticized  are  the  transition,  and  the  IRA  series  of  re- 
ports which  have  been  charged  with  being  biased  or  self-serving  or 
whatever.  How  do  you  defend  against  that  kind  of  claim?  Should 
you  go  deeper  into  these  policy  matters? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Well,  we  basically  look  into  policy  matters  in  the 
program  areas  as  we  find  dollar  problems.  In  other  words,  a  lot  of 
our  work  is  driven  by  the  dollars.  Where  are  the  big  problems? 
Where  are  the  big  dollars  in  the  Federal  Government?  When  you 
are  looking  at  a  Federal  Government  that  spends  $1.6  trillion,  you 
have  a  lot  of  programs  that  have  some  big  dollars  in  them  and 
those  are  the  ones  that  we  study  and  restudy. 

Take  the  student  loan  program  situation  for  example,  we  are  los- 
ing about  $3  to  $4  billion  a  year.  You  have  to  study  the  program 
and  figure  out  how  the  program  is  working  and  identify  some  of 
its  problems. 

It  was  the  same  with  the  S&L.  For  years  we  just  did  a  financial 
audit  of  the  FDIC  fund  and  the  FSLIC  fund  which  was  for  the 
S&Ls,  and  we  did  very  little  work  in  the  banking  area  of  this  coun- 
try because  it  basically  was  in  the  private  sector  and  was  in  good 
shape  and  the  insurance  funds  were  growing  every  year.  Once 
those  funds  started  to  disappear,  the  Banking  Committee  started 
asking  us  what  was  happening  and  why.  And  we  started  going  out 
and  taking  a  look  and  reporting. 

You  then  have  to  study  the  banking  programs  to  determine  what 
was  happening  and  why.  So  lots  of  times  when  we  are  going  into 
program  and  policy  issues,  it  is  because  there  are  some  dollar  prob- 
lems that  are  being  identified  and  we  have  to  figure  them  out. 

Mr.  Clinger.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  my  time  has  expired.  I 
might  ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  Members  might  have  some 
time  to  submit  written  questions  for  the  record. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Without  objection,  so  ordered. 

[Member  questions  and  GAO  response  are  included  as  part  of  the 
appendix.] 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  And  thank  you  very  much  Mr.  Clinger. 

Mr.  Al  McCandless. 

Mr.  McCandless.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Bowsher,  and  the  other  members  of  your  staff  here,  my  com- 
ments are  not  meant  to  be  derogatory  or  inflammatory,  but  I  don't 
share  some  of  the  thoughts  that  have  been  shared  here  this  morn- 
ing— that  as  far  as  the  office  is  concerned  that  every  day  in  every 
way  we  are  getting  better  and  better,  and  that  we  don't  have  some 
problems.  One  of  the  concerns  I  have  is,  who  audits  the  GAO?  And 
that  seems  to  be  a  question  mark  that  has  yet  to  be  answered. 

Let  me  talk  a  little  bit 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Could  I  answer  it  for  you? 

Mr.  McCandless.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Mr.  Congressman,  that  concerned  me  when  I 
came  into  office,  so  I  borrowed  a  technique  that  we  used  in  Arthur 
Andersen  to  have  a  group  come  oflfline  every  year  and  audit  our 
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work  and  see  whether  we  are  meeting  our  standards.  So  it  is  an 
internal,  once-a-year  review.  It  is  not  enough,  though. 

Mr.  McCandless.  You  have  stated  that  in  your  comments.  I 
have  a  very  limited  amount  of  time,  so  maybe  I  ought  to  focus  a 
little  better  on  my  question  because  it  doesn't  address  that  part. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  OK  All  right. 

Mr.  McCandless.  The  nuts  and  bolts,  for  example,  what  guide- 
lines have  been  established  to  determine  whether  or  not  agency 
travel  is  official  and  necessary  to  accomplish  a  mission  of  GAO? 
Can  you  tell  me  the  rules  that  GAO  has  with  regard  to  mixing 
pleasure  and  business,  personal  business,  the  expenditures  of  cer- 
tain moneys  for  consultants  that  have  some  questionable — at  least 
in  the  minds  of  those  who  read  the  reports — some  questionable 
value  in  terms  of  developing  your  staff  and  so  forth? 

That  is  the  kind  of  oversight  or  audit  or  review  process  that  I 
had  reference  to. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  All  right.  We  have  policies  on  all  of  that  and  I 
would  be  willing  to  submit  those  for  the  record. 

But  let  me  just  say  that  we  also  have  an  internal  audit  function 
at  GAO.  We  also  have  an  annual  CPA  audit  by  an  outside  firm, 
which  currently  is  Peat  Marwick.  It  was  Price  Waterhouse  for  5 
years.  We  try  very  hard  to  adhere  to  proper,  legal,  and  ethical 
standards. 

As  far  as  the  use  of  consultants,  we  have  a  large  number  at 
GAO.  We  are  not  like  OTA  where  people  are  brought  in  as  a  con- 
sultant group  and  they  write  the  report.  The  GAO  report  is,  in  the 
final  analysis,  a  GAO  product.  But  we  do  seek  counsel  from  a  lot 
of  people.  A  lot  of  them  actually  give  their  service  to  us  pretty 
much  on  a  pro  bono  basis.  Many  of  them  are  former  government 
officials  and  educators. 

Mr.  McCandless.  If  I  could  interrupt  you,  if  I  may,  Mr. 
Bowsher,  because  I  have  a  very  limited  amount  of  time  and  I  would 
like  to  maximize  you.  You  have  answered  generally  the  question. 
What  I  would  also  like  to  do  is  submit  to  you  specific  questions  for, 
hopefully,  specific  answer. 

Mr.  Bowsher.  We  would  be  pleased. 

Mr.  McCandless.  Rather  than  take  the  time  of  the  committee, 
I  would  like  to  review  with  you  an  internal  management  issue. 
With  the  general  approach  to  a  product  that  you  have,  in  reviewing 
any  blue  book  report,  each  report  is  supported  by  a  team  of  four 
or  five  managers,  all  supervising  one  basic  evaluator.  In  fact,  the 
management  chain  at  GAO  is  somewhat  impressive. 

For  most  jobs,  it  appears  that  the  management  chain  goes  some- 
thing along  these  lines — and  this  has  been  written  down,  I  can 
quote  it — evaluator,  plus  evaluator  in  charge,  plus  assignment 
manager,  plus  Assistant  Director,  plus  Deputy  to  Issue  Director — 
Issue  Area  Director,  plus  Assistant  Comptroller,  plus  planning  and 
reporting,  plus  Office  of  General  Counsel,  plus  Office  of  the  Chief 
Economist. 

Now,  these  are  quite  a  number  of  various  layers  of  review  and 
supervision.  Undoubtedly,  they  provide  a  measure  of  quality  con- 
trol. But  at  what  point  do  the  systems  overload  and  management 
overwhelm  productivity? 
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Mr.  BowsHER.  Well,  I  think,  Mr.  McCandless,  as  you  can  see 
from  our  statistics,  our  productivity  has  increased  quite  dramati- 
cally. And  one  of  the  ways  we  have  achieved  it  is  by  trying  to  re- 
duce those  layers.  I  went  to  a  different  classification  that  is  more 
like  a  professional  organization  than  historic  government,  and 
under  the  TQM  approach,  that  is,  we  are  still  trying  to  improve  our 
services.  We  are  trying  to  flatten  that  pyramid.  So  I  think  your 
point  is  well  taken. 

Mr.  McCandless.  When  did  you  start  this  process? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  We  started  the  banding,  I  think,  4  years  ago.  We 
started  the  TQM  process  in  1990  and 

Mr.  McCandless.  What  I  quoted,  then,  is  no  longer  in  effect  and 
no  longer  as  a  part  of  your  activity? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  All  of  those  titles  you  mentioned  today  are  not 
currently  being  used.  They  were,  say,  6  years  ago,  that  is  correct. 
We  are  in  the  process  of  reducing  the  number.  But  sometimes  some 
of  the  larger  reports  go  through  a  pretty  high-level  review. 

Mr.  McCandless.  This  is  my  last  question,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Thank  you.  We  have  had  comments  from  employees  over  at  GAO 
that  jobs  have  gone  on  for  months  and  years  while  people  twiddled 
their  thumbs  waiting  for  some  type  of  a  signal  from  management, 
and  top  management  doesn't  seem  to  realize  that  no  work  is  actu- 
ally being  done,  even  though  time  charges  are  being  made  each  pay 
period. 

This  is  the  sum  total  of  the  system  that  I  have  outlined  to  you, 
that  people  are  waiting  for  some  type  of  another  recollection,  either 
we  need  to  do  this  to  add  to  the  report  or  we  need  to  do  this  to 
take  away  from  the  report.  As  it  has  been  explained  to  me,  these 
people  are  in  limbo  until  such  time  as  a  report  that  they  have  been 
working  on  reaches  a  point  where  management  is  telling  them,  "do 
this"  or  "do  that,"  in  addition  to  what  their  original  job  was. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  We  have  had  a  problem  in  what  we  refer  to  as 
parking  of  reports  because  we  are  handling  so  many  different  jobs, 
and  so  sometimes  we  do  get  into  situations  where  progress  is  not 
being  made  on  all  reports.  And  that  is  an  area  that  we  want  to  cor- 
rect. That  is  one  of  our  problems,  and  it  is  one  of  the  areas  we  are 
working  on  through  the  TQM  process. 

It  is  a  problem  that  is  endemic,  I  think,  to  the  type  of  studies 
being  done  and  the  reports  being  generated.  I  think  one  that  all  the 
professional  firms  in  the  private  sector  and  the  public  sector  are 
trying  to  work  through  the  TQM  process  and  see  if  we  can't  im- 
prove. I  am  quite  sure  we  can. 

So  the  problem  that  you  speak  of  has  been  reported.  It  has  been 
a  long-time  problem  at  GAO  and  it  is  one  in  which  I  think  we  have 
made  some  real  progress  in  the  last  year  or  two,  but  one  that  we 
need  to  make  more  progress  on. 

Mr.  McCandless.  Thank  you.  Some  of  the  questions  I  am  going 
to  be  submitting  to  you  deal  with  what  I  consider  to  be  the  neces- 
sity, particularly  of  your  department,  to  be  squeaky  clean  in  its  in- 
dividual and  collective  activities  relative  to  the  spending  of  the  tax- 
payers' money.  Rather  than  to  comment  on  that,  I  would  want  to 
get  your  side  of  the  issue,  because  there  are  always  two  sides. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Sure.  We  would  be  pleased  to  do  that. 
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Mr.  McCandless.  I  would  not  want  to  make  public  things  unless 
there  was  a  response,  so  we  will  be  submitting  to  you  some  individ- 
ual and  particularly  agency  activities  by  management  and  why 
were  these  done  and  what  justified  the  use  of  taxpayers'  money. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Thank  you  Mr.  McCandless. 

Subcommittee  Chairman,  Mr.  Synar. 

Mr.  Synar.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Bowsher,  you  know  there  is  a  longstanding  policy  in  this 
committee  that  we  do  not  request  official  written  agency  comments 
to  GAO  reports.  I  think  you  know  we  get  a  lot  of  agencies  that 
start  squealing  like  stuck  pigs  because  they  want  to  get  a  chance 
to  inject  their  self-serving,  often  misleading  comments  to  the  re- 
ports. 

I  am  correct,  am  I  not,  that  these  agencies,  even  when  we  specify 
"no  agency  comment,"  still  get  a  detailed  exit  conference  with  your 
agency  with  respect  to  the  facts  of  your  report,  and  you  make  ad- 
justments where  they  are  justified. 

Mr.  Bowsher.  That  is  correct  Mr.  Synar.  We  work  very  hard  to 
have  that  exit  interview  to  make  sure  that  the  agency  has  their 
day  in  court,  you  might  say,  and  we  certainly  try  to  reflect  any 
changes  that  we  think  should  be  made. 

I  might  also  point  out  that  sometimes  the  higher-ups  in  the 
agencies  do  not  come  to  those  exit  conferences  and  then  later  on 
claim  that  they  didn't  have  an  opportunity.  But  we  work  very  hard 
to  make  sure  that  they  are  aware  of  it,  that  we  want  to  get  their 
comments.  We  don't  want  to  issue  a  report  without  having  their 
input. 

Mr.  Synar.  One  of  the  complaints  that  we  hear,  particularly  from 
the  Departments  of  Energy  and  Interior,  is  about  duplication  of 
work.  They  say  that  a  large  portion  of  your  work  duplicates  what 
the  inspectors  general  are  doing.  You  do  coordinate  with  the  in- 
spectors general  to  try  to  minimize  that  problem,  don't  you? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Yes,  we  absolutely  do.  You  know,  every  audit  or- 
ganization, in  the  private  or  public  sector,  does  not  go  forward  with 
an  audit  without  first  checking  to  see  if  previous  audits  have  been 
done  in  that  area.  We  make  a  special  effort  to  work  with  the  IGs 
because  we  know  that  they  are  working  in  a  lot  of  these  program 
areas. 

We  do  it  two  ways.  We  share  our  program  at  the  beginning  of 
the  year  with  them  to  see  if  there  are  any  conflicts,  and  we  actually 
make  adjustments  to  which  work  will  go  forward.  Then  as  we  do 
individual  jobs,  we  also  check  them  out.  And  of  course,  if  they  have 
done  work  in  that  area  and  we  still  think  we  should  be  doing  a  fur- 
ther review,  we  then  rely  lots  of  times  on  the  work  they  did. 

So  we  try  very  hard  not  to  duplicate  that,  and  that  is  just  good 
auditing  practice.  I  might  also  say  we  do  the  same  with  our  sister 
organizations — CBO,  OTA,  and  CRS.  So  we  are  trying  very  hard 
not  to  have  any  duplication. 

Mr.  Synar.  One  of  the  things  that  the  Department  of  Energy  is 
notorious  for  moaning  about  is,  "You  all  take  so  much  time  and 
staff,  we  [DOE]  can't  get  anything  done."  They  are  quoted  in  a  let- 
ter, "One  GAO  study  initiated  every  three  days." 
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I  point  out  for  the  record  that  the  Department  of  Energy  has  a 
$20  bilhon  a  year  budget,  which  is  an  expenditure  of  about  $165 
milHon  every  3  days.  And  given  the  inherent  problems  that  the  De- 
partment has,  maybe  you  ought  to  do  more  oversight  than  less.  But 
the  point  is,  isn't  it  true  that  a  large  number  of  studies  cited  by 
the  Department  of  Energy  as  "duplicative,"  in  fact  about  half  of 
them  are  not  DOE  specific  investigations — they  are  basically  ques- 
tionnaires and  don't  involve  an  extensive  amount  of  work. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  That  is  correct.  I  think  when  people  wrote  that 
they  were  not  playing  fair  as  far  as  what  the  real  workload  is  be- 
cause, often,  we  are  looking  at  some  problem  across  government. 
We  have  to  get  the  input  from  several  agencies,  and  we  will  send 
out  a  questionnaire  or  we  will  have  an  interview  or  something  like 
that.  But  it  doesn't  indicate  a  full-fledged  audit  at  all. 

Mr.  Synar.  Well,  let  me  get  tough  on  you.  One  of  the  things  that 
all  of  us  who  serve  as  subcommittee  chairmen  complain  about  with 
GAO  is  the  inability  of  your  people  to  put  things  in  direct,  strong 
language.  We  frequently  think  every  report  you  send  us  is  entitled, 
"Progress  has  Been  Made,  Further  Improvement  is  Needed,"  when 
in  fact,  when  you  look  at  the  program  that  you  have  just  analyzed, 
the  title  should  be,  "Program  Still  Stinks,  Let's  Fire  Everyone." 
When  are  you  going  to  get  to  be  more  direct? 

And  I  think  that  is  important  because  with  this  recent  criticism 
at  this  hearing  and  others,  the  last  thing  we  need  to  do  is  to  create 
a  group  of  gun-shy  GAO  specialists  down  there  that  are  not  willing 
to  present  tough,  hard  reality  checks  to  Congress  in  order  for  us 
to  make  good  decisions. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Well,  I  think  it  is  absolutely  essential  that  GAO 
speak  very  plainly,  very  direct,  and  call  the  tough  shots. 

Mr.  Synar.  When  are  you  going  to  start  doing  that? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  I  think  we  do  it  a  lot  of  times.  I  know  sometimes 
you  think  we  don't  do  it.  If  you  think  about  how  we  handled  the 
S&L  crisis,  how  we  have  handled  the  budget  deficit,  the  major 
weapons  system,  the  nuclear  weapon  bomb  plants,  and  similar  is- 
sues we  spoke  very  directly  to  the  Congress  needed  to  be  done. 

I  recognize  that  from  time  to  time  when  we  put  a  report  together, 
we  might  not  have  picked  up  all  the  facts  or  enough  evidence  to 
be  as  decisive  as  maybe  some  of  the  Members  of  Congress  might 
like  us  to  be.  But  that  is  part  of  our  quality  review  process  and 
that  is  part  of  the  process  that  we  jealously  guard,  but  at  the  same 
time,  I  couldn't  agree  more  with  you.  We  don't  want  to  be  gun  shy 
when  the  facts  are  there. 

Mr.  Synar.  Let  me  conclude  on  something  you  just  mentioned  in 
your  last  answer  which  is  quality  control.  None  of  us  want  to  sac- 
rifice that.  But  I  think  you  need  to  be  sensitive  to  the  fact  that  a 
report  that  is  3  months  late,  or  after  the  legislation  is  written,  does 
the  institution  and  the  process  very  little  good. 

Are  you  all  trying  to  work  out 

Mr.  BowsHER.  We  are  trying  very  hard.  Again,  I  emphasize  this 
quality  management  improvement  effort  that  we  have  in  place.  You 
know  we  produce  certain  products.  We  produce  testimonies,  letter 
reports,  briefing  reports,  full  chapter  reports.  We  have  had  the 
problem  for  many,  many  years  with  the  timeliness  of  our  work  and 
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some  of  our  processes,  and  we  are  now  trying  very  hard  to  get  that 
straightened  out. 

On  our  briefing  reports,  one  of  our  divisions  now  has  worked  out 
a  process  where  we  give  the  briefing,  and  within  7  days  the  written 
report  is  provided  to  the  committee.  The  division  is  actually  doing 
it  in  3  or  4  days  most  of  the  time.  I  am  hoping  that  bv  the  spring 
this  will  be  general  policy  and  a  successful  procedure  for  all  of  my 
divisions  on  briefing  reports. 

Now,  we  also  do  an  excellent  job  on  testimony.  I  was  just  in  the 
San  Francisco  office  and  I  saw  firsthand  how  the  new  technology 
works.  My  San  Francisco  team  was  working  with  Washington 
headquarters  through  video  conferencing  and  computers  were  talk- 
ing together — not  any  paperwork  having  to  be  sent  back  and 
forth — and  in  a  matter  of  hours,  we  agreed  on  the  message  of  the 
testimony. 

So,  the  future  GAO  will  be  a  very  timely  organization. 

Mr.  Synar.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Synar. 

That  is  probably  because  you  weren't  getting  an  annual  review 
by  Government  Operations. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  I  suspect  that  is  right,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  We  will  all  correct  that.  I  would  be  happy  to. 

Mr.  Craig  Thomas. 

Mr.  Thomas.  May  I  first,  Mr.  Chairman,  enter  this  letter  into  the 
record.  This  is  a  letter  we  wrote  earlier  about  the  reinventing  gov- 
ernment in  the  White  House. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Without  objection,  the  gentleman  from  Wyoming's 
letter  will  be  entered  into  the  record. 

[The  letter  follows:] 
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May  20,  1993 

The  Honorable  Charles  Bowsher 
Comptroller  General 
U.S.  General  Accounting  Office 
441  G  Street,  N.W.,  Room  7000 
Washington,  D.C.  20548 

Dear  General  Bowsher 

On  Wednesday,  May  12,  Special  Assistant  to  the  Comptroller  General,  Milton  Socolar, 
and  Director  of  Federal  Management  Issues  of  the  General  Government  Division, 
William  Hunt  met  with  us  to  discuss  the  activities  and  involvement  of  General 
Accounting  Office  personnel  with  Executive  Branch  task  forces  and  advisory  working 
groups.   In  particular,  the  meeting  was  held  to  discuss  events  relating  to  the  assignment 
of  Mr.  John  Kamensky,  GAO's  Assistant  Director  for  Federal  Management  Issues,  to  the 
Vice  President's  National  Performance  Review  (NPR). 

As  Congressman  Thomas  expressed  in  his  April  19  letter  to  you,  and  as  was  e3q)ressed  in 
our  May  4  letter  to  you,  the  substantive  involvement  of  GAO  persoimel  with  the 
National  Performance  Review  raises  serious  questions  regarding  GAO's  ability  to 
conduct  objective  and  independent  analyses  of  the  Review's  operations  and 
recommendations. 


According  to  Mr.  Socolar,  Mr.  Kamensky's  substantive  role  with  the  NPR  came  as  a 
surprise  to  GAO.  He  also  termed  this  role  as  a  "mistake".  While  it  is  somewhat  difficult 
to  imderstand  how  the  ftill-time  assignment  of  a  GAO  employee  to  an  Executive  Branch 
advisory  body  can  come  as  a  surprise,  we  appreciate  Mr.  Socolar's  candid  admission  that 
Mr.  Kamensky's  role  was  inappropriate. 

We  have  been  informed  that  on  May  10,  Mr.  Kamensky  returned  to  his  duties  at  GAO, 
shortly  ±ereafter  notifying  GAO  of  his  intention  to  resign. 
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However,  there  are  still  approximately  thirty  GAO  employees  assigned  to  assist  the  NPR. 
These  employees  are  apparently  intended  to  serve  only  as  liaisons".  Nevertheless,  we 
remain  concerned  that  GAO's  involvement  with  the  NPR  or  other  Executive  Branch  task 
forces,  advisory  groups,  committees,  or  policy-making  entities,  may  jeopardize  its  ability 
to  provide  the  Government  Operations  Committee  and  Congress  with  imbiased  analyses 
and  objective  recommendations  on  how  best  to  use  public  resources. 

So  that  we  may  better  understand  and  evaluate  the  nature  of  GAO's  involvement  with 
Executive  Branch  activities,  please  identify  all  GAO  personnel  who  are  currently,  or  have 
previously  participated  or  attended  meetings  of  the  NPR,  its  working  groups,  or  served  as 
liaisons,  advisors  or  detailees  to  other  Executive  Branch  activities  during  1993.  For  each 
of  the  in^viduals  identified,  please  describe  the  nature  of  their  involvement  with  the 
Executive  Branch.  If  the  employee  is  involved  with  one  of  NPR's  working  groups,  please 
identify  the  working  group  and  its  mission. 

GAO's  General  Policy /Procedures  Manual  requires  GAO  employees  to  write  a 
congressional  contact  memorandum  following  any  substantive  congressional  contact  The 
memorandum  must  include,  among  other  items,  the  date,  time,  place,  and  circumstances 
under  which  the  contact  occurred,  as  well  a  summary  of  issues  discussed.  Is  a  similar 
memorandum  required  when  GAO  employees  have  a  substantive  contact  with  Executive 
Branch  employees  or  officials,  other  than  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  an  audit  or 
investigation?  Have  similar  memorandums  been  prepared  by  GAO  employees  involved 
with  the  NPR?  Are  GAO  employees  involved  with  any  aspect  of  the  NPR  required  or 
encouraged  to  provide  any  sort  of  written  report  or  accoimting  of  their  activities  at  the 
NPR? 

How  do  GAO  supervisors  monitor  the  performance'^d  activities  of  employees  assigned 
to  the  NPR  and  other  Executive  Branch  activities?  Please  describe  the  nature  of  that 
supervision  and  any  actions  taken  to  ensure  GAO  employees  are  performing  the  function 
for  which  they  were  assigned. 

Mr.  Socolar  and  Mr.  Hunt  assured  us  that  GAO  is  sensitive  to  concerns  that  the 
objectivity  of  employees  assigned  to  the  National  Performance  Review  may  be  impaired. 
While  we  appreciate  their  assurances,  it  would  be  helpful  if  you  would  identify  and 
describe  what  specific  steps  have  been  taken  to  enstxre  that  the  assignment  of  GAO 
employees  to  the  NPR  and  other  Executive  Branch  activities  will  not  jeopardize  the 
objectivity  of  employees  involved  in  evaluating,  auditing,  reviewing  or  otherwise 
analyzing  the  NPR  or  other  Executive  Branch  programs,  departments  and  agencies. 
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We  appreciate  and  support  the  goals  inherent  in  the  establishment  of  the  National 
Performance  Review  and  applaud  the  President's  and  Vice  President's  message  of 
improved  government  efficiency,  effectiveness  and  performance.  In  addition,  we  clearly 
recognize  that  studies,  audits  and  evaluations  conducted  by  the  General  Accounting 
Office  can  be  invaluable  to  the  NPR  effort  However,  as  the  GAO  policy/procedure 
manual  states:  "Objectivity  is  of  fundamental  importance  to  GAO's  continued  credibility." 
We  would  urge  that  this  important  principle  guide  GAO's  relations  with  the  National 
Performance  Review  and  involvement  with  other  Executive  Branch  activities. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter.  We  look  forward  to  your  response. 

With  warm  personal  regards. 


Sincerel 


Craig  Thomas 
Republican  Chairman 
Subcommittee  on  Information, 
Justice  &  Aviation 


William  F.  dinger,  Jr. 
Republican  Chairman 
Committee  on  Government  Operations 


cc       Honorable  John  Conyers,  Jr. 
Honorable  Gary  A.  Condit 
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Criteria  GAO  Uses  in  Prioritizing  Assignments 

GAO's  fundamental  responsibility  is  to  support  the  Congress.  This  support  should,  to  the 
extent  possible,  emphasize  assignments  which  maximize  the  effectiveness  of  the  Congress  as 
a  whole  and  which  have  the  potential  to  make  major  impacts  on  programs  and  issues  of 
national  significance  and  importance.  To  do  so,  GAO  must  maintain  a  broad  governmental 
perspective  and  the  expertise  to  work  on  a  wide  variety  of  topics.  Moreover,  GAO  resources 
should  be  focused  on  assignments  having  the  potential  to  achieve  at  least  one,  and  preferably 
more  than  one,  of  the  following  objectives: 

•  Contribute  to  congressional  decisionmaking  on  significant  public  policy  issues. 

•  Fulfill  statutory  and  legislative  requirements  and  commitments. 

•  Identify  and  eliminate  serious  mismanagement,  fraud  or  abuse. 

•  Realize  large  dollar  savings  to  the  government  and  the  taxpayers. 

•  Change  policies,  procedures  and  management  structure  of  major  government  programs  to 
better  achieve  desired  program  results  and/or  achieve  objectives  at  lower  cost. 

•  See  that  major  government  comply  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations  and  funds  are 
spent  legally. 

•  Ensure  that  funds  of  major  government  programs  are  accounted  for  accurately. 

•  Enhance  GAO's  methodological  and  technical  skills. 
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Mr.  Thomas.  We  talked  a  lot  about  a  lot  of  these  things.  We 
talked  about  things  that  don't  happen,  like  getting  the  members  of 
a  committee  informed  of  a  study.  I  have  one  here  that  just  hap- 
pened a  month  ago.  It  came  here  30  days  later.  The  day  before  the 
hearing  I  heard  about  it  as  the  ranking  member  on  the  minority. 
What  are  you  going  to  do  about  that  instead  of — we  shouldn't  just 
keep  talking  about  it.  Isn't  there  a  remedy? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  You  know,  we  don't  have  this  problem  with  most 
committees  and  subcommittees. 

Mr.  Thomas.  That  is  true.  You  heard  it  several  times  here  today. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Yes.  And  with  one  of  the  problems  that  I  heard 
today,  I  know  the  situations;  it  was  where  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  and  the  ranking  minority  didn't  get  along,  and  so  there 
was  not  a  willingness  to  share.  We  get  caught  in  the  middle  on 
that. 

What  I  would  like 

Mr.  Thomas.  Why  don't  you  just  suggest  a  remedy?  Why  don't 
we  quit  talking  about  it  and  figure  out  how  to  do  it. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  I  would  like  to  if  I  could  get  Congressmen  to 
agree.  That  is  sometimes  hard. 

Mr.  Thomas.  You  don't  have  any  suggestion. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  We  do,  and  we  have  raised  a  suggestion  of  maybe 
having  a  more  limited  embargo  timeframe,  proper  notification  to  do 
the  work. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  suggest  you  do  it.  You  know,  let's  do  it  once.  What 
about  the  priorities?  How  are  you  going  to  do  that?  Do  you  agree 
you  need  priorities?  You  say  you  go  to  the  big  bucks.  The  big  bucks 
aren't  in  grazing.  You  have  spent  half  your  life  in  grazing.  That  is 
not  where  the  big  dollars  are,  but  that  is  not  your  criteria. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Well,  it  is  one  of  our  criteria. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Why  don't  you  use  it  then? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  We  do,  I  think. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  don't  agree  with  that,  and  the  evidence  isn't  there 
that  that  is  true. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Well,  I  think  we  have  a  list  of  criteria  which  I 
would  send  over  to  you. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  wish  you  would. 

.[The  information  follows:] 
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Mr.  Thomas.  What  about  some  other  system  of  selecting  prior- 
ities? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Well,  we  have  considered  those  over  the  years,  for 
example  a  system  like  the  OTA's  board.  The  only  problem  with 
that  system,  it  gets  a  small  board  in  between  all  the  committees 
requesting  their  work.  And  the  question  is:  Will  the  members  on 
that  board  be  willing  to  review  the  volume  of  work  that  we  do?  I 
mean,  OTA  does  about  12  to  15  jobs  a  year.  We  are  doing  1,000. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  understand. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  So  I  take  home  every  weekend — and  my  top  peo- 
ple do,  too — all  the  request  letters  and  all  of  our  own  self-initiated 
material  for  review.  Can  I  get  a  leadership  board  here  at  GAO — 
at  Congress  that  is  willing  to  do  that?  That  is  one  of  the  possibili- 
ties. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  guess  my  frustration  is,  and  I  understand  part  of 
it  we  just  go  over  and  over  and  over  these  same  things  and  you 
come  into  committees:  We  have  done  this  study  five  times.  Nothing 
has  happened.  Nothing  has  happened.  We  ought  to — ^you  know,  1 
guess  if  I  have  any  frustration  in  being  a  part  of  government — and 
you  must,  too — is,  my  God,  we  talk  and  talk  and  talk  and  never 
do  anything.  Everybody  is  so  glib  and  they  have  got  all  the  answers 
and  they  agree  and  1  year  from  now,  we  will  be  doing  the  same 
thing. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  One  of  my  frustrations  is,  if  Congress  could  act 
more  on  some  of  the  GAO  recommendations  and  the  issues  we 
bring  up  in  our  reports,  I  think  we  could  save  a  lot  of  money. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  couldn't  agree  with  you  more.  I  suppose  I  nad  bet- 
ter go  vote.  I  appreciate  your  work  and  I  know  the  difficulty  of  it. 
We  talked  to  you  some  last  year.  For  instance,  do  you  keep  a  log 
of  all  your  contact  with  a  staff  of  committees  while  you  are  doing 
this? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  We  keep  a  contact  memorandum. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Do  you  really?  We  tried  to  get  them  last  year  and 
they  weren't  available  to  us. 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Well,  it  is  one  that  we  have  not  shared  with  peo- 
ple because  we  feel  a  lot  of  the  information  is  confidential. 

Mr.  Thomas.  A  lot  of  it  has  influence  on  the  outcome  of  your 
studies,  doesn't  it? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  We  are  influenced  by  everybody  we  talk  to. 

Mr.  Thomas.  How  do  you  insulate  yourself  from  that  by  policy? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  We  don't  try  to  insulate  ourselves,  because  the  im- 
portant thing  for  us  is  to  take  input  from  everybody  and  then  sort 
it  out. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  am  a  little  impatient  because  you  don't  get  any 
input.  I  was  on  a  subcommittee  last  year  that  you  were  very  active 
with.  You  didn't  ever  talk  to  us,  never. 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Well,  we  should  have. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Yes,  you  should  have.  But  next  year  it  will  be  the 
same  answer. 

Mr.  Bowsher.  No.  I  think  we  will  make  sure  next  year  will  be 
different. 

Mr.  Thomas.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Craig  Thomas,  please,  I  understand  your  frustra- 
tions, but  remember  there  has  never  been  an  oversight  of  GAO. 
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This  is  the  first  time  and  we  will  be  working — what  you  have  is 
a  cumulative  frustration  buildup  that  has  gone  across  a  dozen 

Mr.  Thomas.  Do  you  have  a  remedy  for  that,  Mr.  Chairman? 
Pills? 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Yes.  Not  pills,  but  annual  oversight.  If  we  cut  this 
process  down  to  a  review  every  year,  you  are  going  to  feel  better 
in  the  morning  after  these  annual  oversights  because  we  will  have 
these  activities  to  review. 

Mr.  Thomas.  I  am  venting  a  little  and  the  gentleman  has  been 
very,  very  cordial,  has  come  and  we  have  talked. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  We  have  talked. 

Mr.  Thomas.  And  they  are  very — but  I  just  get  damned  tired  of 
nothing  happening  then  as  a  result.  So  I  hope  it  does. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  I  think  you  will  be  pleased  about  what  is  going  to 
happen  between  now  and  next  year  because  they  have  taken  pro- 
digious notes  of  this  prior  proceeding.  They  have  got  a  fair  number 
of  people  here,  so  I  think  help  is  on  the  way.  All  right. 

The  Chair  recognizes  Chris  Shays  ana  asks  him  to  chair  the 
meeting  until  the  Chair  returns. 

Mr.  Shays.  Until  the  next  Democrat  gets  back. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Yes.  That  was  a  decision  made  by  the  American 
people,  Chris. 

Mr.  Shays.  I  have  no  complaint. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  It  wasn't  personal. 

Mr.  Shays  [presiding].  Mr.  Bowsher,  it  is  nice  to  have  you  here, 
and  I  am  thinking  it  is  difficult  to  really  get  into  some  of  the  issues 
in  5  minutes  and  so  on,  but  let  me  say  to  start  with,  I  didn't  make 
opening  comments  that  I  think  that  GAO  does  a  very  good  job  in 
a  number  of  instances,  and  I  think  it  probably  doesn't  do  as  well 
as  it  should  in  others.  And  I  want  to  really  focus  in  on  just  a  few 
of  those  if  I  could. 

I  was — I  agree  a  lot  of  what  Mr.  Dingell  said,  but  when  he  said 
that  Mr.  Lightfoot  was  right  and  then  went  on  to  the  next  question 
as  it  related  to  the  White  House,  I  felt  like  he  didn't  want  to  touch 
that  with  a  10-foot  pole. 

Can  you  tell  me  the  practice  of  the  GAO  in  terms  of  preliminary 
drafts?  Is  it  the  practice  to  give  the  preliminaiy  draft  to  the  parties 
that  you  are  investigating  looking  at  auditing  and  so  on? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  We  do  it  both  ways.  Sometimes  we  give  the  draft 
when  we  are  getting  agency  comments.  If  we  are  not  getting  agen- 
cy comments,  we  then  have  what  is  known  as  an  exit  interview 
when  we  sit  down  and  go  through  with  them  all  the  facts  we  have 
found  and  discuss  them,  but  we  don't  leave  a  document  with  them. 

And  needless  to  say,  one  of  the  reasons  why  many  of  the  commit- 
tees do  not  want  us  to  take  the  time  and  get  the  agency  comments 
is  the  problem  of  leaks. 

Mr.  Shays.  I  am  less  concerned  about  the  leak,  candidly.  What 
I  am  concerned  about  is  knowing  what  the  policy  is  and  to  know 
if  you  follow  it  as  a  general  rule.  Is  it  the  policy  that  you  have 
when  an  investigative  report,  in  this  case  it  was  pretty  sensitive, 
and  that  you  just  provided  it  to  the  group  that  is  being  audited  to 
respond  to  it? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  We  have  over  the  years  provided  drafts  of  reports 
when  we  were  getting  what  we  called  formal  agency  comments. 
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Mr.  Shays.  How  often  does  that  happen. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  About  50  percent  of  the  time? 

Mr.  SoccLAR.  Actually,  in  terms  of  policy,  it  is  not  one  that  is 
universally  followed  by  rote.  If  we  think  agency  comments  are  im- 
portant to  have,  we  will  provide  that  draft  report  to  the  agency. 

In  some  cases  when  we  do  work  for  particular  requestors,  we  are 
precluded  from  doing  that,  in  which  case  we  would  have  a  very 
lengthy,  full  discussion  with  the  agency  on  what  is  our  factual 
basis  for  reaching  our  conclusions. 

Mr.  Shays.  What  was  the  basis  for  allowing  the  White  House  to 
have  the  preliminary 

Mr.  SOCOLAR.  I  think  the  White  House  is  a  special  case  in  both 
Democratic  and  Republican  administrations.  The  White  House  has 
never  been  as  forthcoming  as  agencies  generally  are  with  regard  to 
responding  to  our  requests  for  information.  Most  often  at  the  White 
House,  we  have  to  go  through  a  negotiation  process  to  lay  down 
some  ground  rules  as  to  what  we  are  going  to  require,  how  we  are 
going  to  be  able  to  review  it,  and  ultimately  make  sure  as  far  as 
we  are  concerned  that  we  get  the  information  that  we  need  while 
at  the  same  time  observing  some  recognition  of  the  unique  status 
of  the  White  House  with  regard  to  our  work. 

Mr.  Shays.  Did  the  White  House  break  the  law? 

Mr.  SocoLAR.  No,  the  White  House  did  not  break  the  law  as  far 
as  the  situation — I  assume  you  are  referring  to  the  situation  that 
Congressman  Lightfoot  raised.  No,  we  do  not  think  they  did. 

Mr.  Shays.  What  did  they  do  that  was  wrong? 

Mr.  SocoLAR.  What  they  did  that  was  wrong  is  more  from  the 
standpoint  of  its  administration  rather  than  with  regard  to  any 
payments  that  it  might  have  made. 

Mr.  Shays.  Were  they  following  the  same  practice  they  would  ex- 
pect the  other  executive  branches  to  follow? 

Mr.  SocoLAR.  I  suspect  not. 

Mr.  Shays.  OK.  So  you  said  they  did  not.  So  are  you  being  very 
fine  in  your  description.  Are  you  saying  they  didn't  break  any  law 
technically,  but  clearly  they  weren't  well  beyond  what  they  would 
expect  other  agencies  to  abide  by?  And  I  am  assuming  from  your 
response 

Mr.  SocoLAR.  I  think,  first,  it  is  important  to  recognize  the  ex- 
tremely broad  authority  that  the  White  House  has  with  regard  to 
the  payments  that  we  were  looking  at.  Let  me  quote  it  to  you:  "The 
President  is  authorized  to  appoint  and  fix  the  pay  of  employees  in 
the  White  House  Office  without  regard  to  any  other  provision  of 
law  regulating  the  employment  or  compensation  of  persons  in  the 
government  service." 

In  our  initial  reaction  to  that  language,  we  were  struggling  with 
just  the  issue  that  you  are  raising  in  the  context  of  how  other  gov- 
ernment agencies  would  be  required  to  deal  with  retroactive  pay- 
ments. We  finally  concluded  that  the  particular  transactions  that 
we  were  looking  at  were  legal,  that  we  had  no  question  about  them, 
but  that  we  considered 

Mr.  Shays.  No  question  that  they  were  legal? 

Mr.  SocoLAR.  No  question  that  they  were  legal. 

Mr.  Shays.  What  did  you  find  troubling  about  the  transactions? 
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Mr.  SocoLAR.  What  we  were  initially  questioning  was  what  the 
limits  of  that  authority  might  be.  How  might  the  White  House  use 
that  authority  in  doing  something  with  regard  to  the  pay  of  person- 
nel that  would  not  be  appropriate.  And  what  we  concluded  was 
that  the  people  that  we  were  reviewing  who  received  retroactive 
payments  were  actually  paid  for  work  that  they  did  and  that  there 
was,  therefore,  no  question  that  we  had. 

Mr.  Shays.  Let  me  get  this  straight.  They  weren't  Federal  em- 
ployees at  the  time  they  did  the  work.  They  were  working  for  the 
White  House,  and  then  they  were  paid  after  the  fact  for  work  they 
had  done  when  they  weren't  legally  Federal  employees. 

Mr.  SocoLAR.  Well,  they  were  Federal  employees  in  that  there 
are  rules  with  regard  to  the  employment  of  personnel  that  made 
them  de  facto  employees  even  though  their  appointments  had  not 
been  regularized.  What  we  concluded  under  this  authority  was  that 
with  the  President  having  the  authority  to  pay  his  employees  with- 
out regard  to  any  other  law,  which  would  include  any  other  laws 
that  prior  decisions  would  have  opined  on  that,  these  payments 
were  regular  and  legal. 

Mr.  Shays.  Had  you  determined  that  this  practice  had  happened 
consistently  in  the  past? 

Mr.  SocoLAR.  No,  we  did  not. 

Mr.  Shays.  OK  I  just  have  to  tell  you  what  I  was  hoping  you 
would  say.  Given  that  you  have  5,000  employees  and  given  that 
you  can't  do  every  report  well,  I  was  hoping  you  would  say  to  me, 
no,  we  didn't  do  it  as  well  as  we  should  have. 

I  guess  what  I  am  feeling,  I  am  feeling  uncomfortable,  like  you 
are  trying  to  justify  something  that  I  think  is  really  questionable. 

Mr.  SocOLAR.  No.  I  think  that  as  far  as  the  work  itself  was  con- 
cerned, that  we  did  establish  the  legality  of  the  payments  that 
were  made  and  we  got  from  the  White  House  open  recognition  that 
its  practices  in  this  regard  were  not  very  good. 

Mr.  Shays.  I  think  they  got  away  with  a  lot  with  that  admission. 
My  own  judgment  is  they  are  asking  the  executive  branch  to  abide, 
the  other  parts  of  the  administration  to  abide  by  one  policy,  and 
at  the  same  time  they  were  abiding  by  another  one.  What  I  was 
hoping  you  would  say  is  you  would  basically  be  candid  in  saying 
what  you  did  well  and  what  you  didn't  do  well. 

Mr.  HiNCHMAN.  I  am  Jim  Hinchman.  I  am  the  General  Counsel 
at  GAO.  As  I  tried  to  explain  to  Mr.  Lightfoot  at  the  hearing  last 
Friday,  what  I  think  we  did  not  do  well  is  to  come  to  this  work 
with  an  adequate  appreciation  early  enough  of  the  special  authori- 
ties that  the  Congress  had  granted  the  President  with  respect  to 
title  3  employees.  We  came  to  the  work  steeped  in  the  complexities 
of  title  5,  I  may  say  even  proud  of  our  expertise  in  that  area,  an 
enormously  complex  body  of  statutory  requirements,  regulatory 
schemes  and  GAO  decisions. 

We  approached  the  problems  of  the  White  House  from  that  per- 
spective. It  was  really  only  later  in  the  work — although  I  must  say 
prior  to  the  August  27  preliminary  draft  which  Mr.  Lightfoot  re- 
ferred to — that  we  began  to  appreciate  that  because  of  the  breadth 
of  the  authority  given  the  President  we  could  not  really  say  the 
White  House  had  acted  illegally. 
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The  preliminary  draft  language  was  intended,  as  Mr.  Socolar  has 
said,  to  reflect  the  judgment  that  we  could  not  say  it  was  illegal 
but  that  we  remained  troubled  about  the  potential  breadth  of  tnis 
authority  given  the  President,  and  its  possible  implications.  That 
language  in  the  preliminary  draft  was  not  ideal.  It  in  fact  changed, 
as  Mr.  Lightfoot  has  pointed  out,  before  we  released  the  formal 
comment  draft. 

Mr.  Shays.  OK.  Since  I  have  to  be  fair  here,  I  give  up  my  time 
regretfully,  but  I  just  want  to  reiterate  that  with  5,000  employees 
and  all  the  studies  you  do,  you  know,  as  we  come  in  this  door  there 
are  these  magnificent  stack  of  your  reports,  they  are  about  6  feet 
high  and  many  of  them  are  looked  at  but  some  aren't.  You  just 
have  to  do  too  many  things. 

I  just  don't  feel  comfortable  about  that  report  in  any  way.  I  don't 
think  it  was  candid.  I  don't  think  it  was  sharp.  I  don't  think  it  was 
forceful.  Just  as  I  am  uncomfortable  with  the  report  on  health  care 
in  Canada.  I  felt  it  was  a  glossy  kind  of  report  with  no  offense  to 
those  who  are  here  who  may  have  been  involved  in  it.  But  I 
thought  it  was  enthusiastic  for  the  Canadian  system  and  didn't 
point  out  its  tremendous  shortfalls. 

I  guess  what  I  was  hoping  to  hear  from  you  gentlemen  today 
was,  you  know,  we  did  this  well,  we  didn't  do  this  well,  honestly, 
and  if  we  had  to  do  it  over  again,  we  would  have  done  it  differently. 
Really  what  I  feel  is  just  like  any  other  agency  that  has  to  defend 
its  reports  against  your  reports,  you  must  defend  yours.  I  relin- 
quish my  time  to  the  colleague  to  the  right. 

Mr.  Cnairman,  I  did  my  job  well.  I  only  used  "^  minutes  and  I 
still  have  the  Chair  until  he  takes  it  away  from  me. 

Mr.  CoNYERS  [presiding].  You  just  lost  it.  But  you  did  a  good  job 
while  I  was  away.  I  am  really  proud  of  you. 

Mr.  Hastert,  the  gentleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

General  Bowsher,  we  appreciate  your  being  with  us  today.  I  just 
want  to  get  this  perfectly  clear.  I  guess  as  somebody  once  said  that 
you  said  that  leaks  happen  and  that  unfortunately,  they  do  happen 
in  your  operation.  In  your  testimony  you  passed  on  that  when  the 
draft  language  was  changed  from  something  being  terribly  wrong 
in  the  White  House  and  conferring  with  the  White  House  but  not 
conferring  with  Mr.  Lightfoot  and  the  change,  the  language  was 
then  changed  that  said,  after  the  leak,  there  wasn't  any  problem 
at  all,  that  everything  was  above  board. 

That  is  just  rudimentary  that  things  that  happen  all  the  time; 
is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  No,  I  don't  think  we  said  that.  I  think  what  we 
said  was  that  they  used  bad  administrative  practices.  What  you 
have  here  is  that  the  White  House  comes  under  a  different  law, 
and  what  we  said  in  the  report  is  that  we  think  Congress  ought 
to  reevaluate  whether  they  want  to  have  quite  as  broad — give  the 
President  quite  as  broad  a  leeway  with  his  payroll. 

But  your  payroll  systems  here  in  the  Congress  are  the  same,  too. 
In  other  words,  you  come  under  I  think  it  is  title  3. 

Mr.  HiNCHMAN.  Title  2. 

Mr.  Bowsher.  You  don't  have  the  same  accountability  as  the  ad- 
ministrative offices  and  the  executive  branch  and  neither  does  the 
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White  House,  so  the  two  groups  have  more  leeway,  let's  say.  But, 
there  is  no  question,  let  me  make  it  very  clear,  that  we  think  ev- 
erybody should  account  for  their  payroll  properly  in  all  parts  of 
government. 

Mr.  Hastert.  My  time  is  limited.  I  just  wanted  to  get  a  straight 
answer  from  the  General. 

The  second  issue  is  health  care.  You  mentioned  that  your  agency 
has  a  real  role  in  the  future  of  health  care.  I  was  here  when  you 
presented,  Greneral  Bowsher,  your  health  care  report  on  the  Cana- 
dian system  single-payer  system,  rather  glowing  report  on  Canada. 
I  am  sure  you  put  a  lot  of  research  into  it.  But  that  report  still  is 
being  used  today  to  talk  about  $70  billion,  $70-some  billion  worth 
of  savings. 

But  I  also  failed  to  see  the  situation,  for  instance,  in  Ontario, 
Canada  where  you  have  a  38  to  58  percent  marginal  tax,  a  15  per- 
cent value-added  tax,  a  payer  checkoff — an  employee  checkoff,  a 
payroll  checkoff.  Last  fiscal  year,  1992,  they  spent  $17.5  billion  for 
payroll  and  only  brought  in  $7.5  billion. 

I  didn't  see  those  types  of  analysis  in  that.  Was  that  just  an  over- 
sight or  did  you  only  look  on  one  side  of  the  ledger? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  No.  We  looked  at  the  complete  system  at  that 
time,  and  we  did  point  out  some  of  the  problems  with  the  Canadian 
system  in  that  report.  One  of  the  main  points  was  the  very  high 
administrative  costs  that  we  have  in  our  system  today  versus  what 
they  have  under  their  single-payer  system. 

But  we  also  pointed  out  that  they  have  a  lot  of  queues;  and  peo- 
ple may  not  get  their  service  as  quickly  as  maybe  they  would  tike. 
They  have  probably  underinvested  in  some  of  the  technology,  so 
they  can't  do  some  of  the  procedures  that  Americans  can. 

A  lot  of  time  when  we  issue  a  report,  some  people  will  quote  one 
thing  that  they  think  buttresses  their  arguments.  Other  people  will 
quote  something  else  that  buttresses  their  arguments. 

Mr.  Hastert.  It  is  called  cherry  picking.  It  happens.  General, 
you  made  a  statement  a  little  while  ago,  and  you  said  one  of  your 
goals  is  to  look  at  the  fraudulent — fraud,  waste,  and  abuse  in  the 
system. 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hastert.  And  certainly  you  commented  that  in  your  organi- 
zation in  your  operation  that  you  police  yourself  from  what — ^you 
have  a  set-aside  group  of  people  and  police  yourself  from  the  out- 
side. I  want  to  ask  you  some  questions  I  would  just  like  to  have 
some  quick  answers  to. 

You  have  a  driver;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Well,  I  drive  myself  most  of  the  time.  In  other 
words,  by  law  I  am  authorized  to  have  a  driver  but  I  drive  myself 
back  and  forth  to  work. 

Mr.  Hastert.  You  didn't  have  a  driver  in  1992  whose  base  salary 
was  $35,400  and 

Mr.  Bowsher.  That  was  his  approximate  salary.  He  is  the  head 
of  our  motor  pool;  for  example,  he  drove  me  over  today  for  this 
hearing.  And  we  have  to  move  a  lot  of  people  every  day  from  GAO 
to  the  Capitol,  and  to  where  our  rented  spaces  are. 

We  also  are  not  in  the  best  neighborhood,  so  we  have  a  shuttle 
that  operates  up  to  8:30  p.m.  so  our  people  can  get  to  the  subway 
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and  to  parking  places;  and  he  heads  all  that  up.  Much  of  his  over- 
time is  involved  in  just  scheduling,  managing  the  cars,  and  related 
work.  He  is  not  driving  me  home.  He  did  more  so  in  1992. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Things  changed? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hastert.  978  hours  in  1992  won't  be  there  in  1993;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  I  am  not  sure  about  the  overtime,  but  I  am  driv- 
ing myself.  Let  me  put  it  that  way,  Mr.  Hastert. 

Mr.  Hastert.  That  is  a  good  change.  So  base  salary  of  $60,585 
probably  won't  be  there  this  year? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Well,  I  have  to  check. 
•  Mr.  Hastert.  Do  you  have  a  chef? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  We  have  two  people  that  serve  food  in  our  dining 
room. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Do  they  cook  the  food? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hastert.  And  serve  it? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Base  salary  of  $30,500? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  I  believe  that  is  right. 

Mr.  Hastert.  And  bonus  of  $650  last  year,  1992? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  I  don't  think  he  got  a  bonus.  Maybe  overtime. 

Mr.  Hastert.  We  have  that  information.  Overtime  was  actually 
441  hours  at  a  cost  of  $9,418.  Do  you  agree  with  that? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  That  sounds  about  right. 

Mr.  Hastert.  And  you  think  you  need  somebody  to  prepare  food 
and  serve  food. 

Mr.  Bowsher.  It  is  very  cost  effective. 

I  have  many  meetings  at  lunch  time  and  at  breakfast,  with  con- 
sultants, advisors,  agency  heads  in  the  executive  branch,  and 
throughout  the  government.  They  give  us  a  lot  of  good  advice  and 
opinions  on  various  issues. 

We  have  no  executive  dining  room.  In  other  words,  we  have  no 
place  where  our  top  executives  go  every  day  and  have  a  meal,  but 
we  do  have  these  business  meetings,  and  we  find  them  very  cost 
effective. 

Mr.  Hastert.  So  you  don't  think  this  is  excessive  for  an  entity 
whose  mission  is  to  identify  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  I  really  don't.  We  are  looking  at  the  overtime  to 
see  if  we  can't  cut  that  down. 

Mr.  Hastert.  Thank  you. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Thank  you,  Dennis. 

Chris  Cox. 

Mr.  Cox.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  like  to  return  just  briefly  to  discussion  about  the  GAO 
report  on  retroactive  payments  to  people  who  later  became  staffers 
at  the  White  House. 

What  I  understood  the  witnesses  to  say  is  that  there  is  a  dif- 
ferent law  governing  this  circumstance  than  would  govern  other 
cases  where  the  GAO  might  be  asked  to  look  at  retroactive  pay- 
ments to  employees  and  so  on. 
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Is  there  a  different  law  concerning  sharing  draft  GAO  reports 
with  the  White  House  on  the  one  hand  and  with  ranking  members 
of  congressional  committees  on  the  other  hand?  My  understanding 
is  that  the  GAO  shared  the  draft  report  with  the  White  House 
which  was  the  subject  of  the  investigation,  but  did  not  share  it 
with  the  ranking  member  of  the  committee  that  requested  the  re- 
port. 

Is  there  a  different  law  that  applies  to  the  White  House  than  to 
the  ranking  member  who  requested  it  in  terms  of  GAO's  ability  to 
provide  that  report? 

Mr.  HiNCHMAN.  There  is  no  different  law. 

Mr.  Cox.  Is  there  a  good  reason  for  that  to  have  been  done  in 
this  case  for  Mr.  Lightfoot  to  have  been  excluded? 

Mr.  HiNCHMAN.  No.  In  fact,  as  you  know,  once  we  understood 
that  situation,  Mr.  Lightfoot  was  given  a  copy  of  the  report.  That 
was  appropriate.  He  should  have  had  it. 

Mr.  Cox.  But  how  much  time  had  intervened? 

Mr.  Henchman.  I  do  not  know  precisely  how  long  that  was.  What 
had  happened  is 

Mr.  Cox.  The  report  he  eventually  saw,  as  I  heard  him  testify 
this  morning,  was  one  that  had  already  been  altered  from  the  drail 
that  was  provided  to  the  White  House? 

Mr.  HiNCHMAN.  No.  Mr.  Lightfoot  received  all  copies  of  all  drafts 
of  that  report  of  which  there  were  three. 

Mr.  Cox.  But  by  the  time  that  had  taken  place,  the  report  had 
already  been  altered. 

Mr.  HiNCHMAN.  I  am  not  certain  of  the  precise  sequencing.  I 
thought  he  received  a  preliminary  draft  as  it  was  called.  There  was 
some  confusion  in  the  beginning  then  that  was  straightened  out 
when  he  made  a  personal  phone  call,  as  he  said,  and  he  got  it. 

Mr.  Cox.  I  have  shared  with  the  Comptroller  General  in  private 
conversation  my  experience  with  the  GAO  report  on  NASA  and  the 
Space  Shuttle.  I  was  the  ranking  member  on  the  subcommittee 
that  requested  the  report  but  I  was  not  apprised  that  the  report 
had  been  requested. 

It  was  not  GAO's  policy  to  let  the  ranking  Republican  know,  and 
in  fact  not  only  was  I  kept  in  the  dark  until  the  moment  of  the 
hearing,  but  so,  too,  was  the  head  of  NASA  Admiral  Truly.  He 
came  to  the  hearing  with  a  lot  of  press,  and  he  was  supposed  to 
defend  himself  against  this  report,  but  he  didn't  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  read  it. 

The  report  was  described  in  material  part  in  that  morning's 
Washington  Post,  even  though  I  hadn't  seen  it  and  the  head  of 
NASA  hadn't  seen  it.  It  strikes  me  that  the  White  House  getting 
a  draft  copy  of  the  report  is  very  different  than  what  GAO  has  done 
in  other  cases. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Mr.  Cox,  you  go  back  to  the  situation  where  we 
are  trying  to  work  with  the  agencies  as  we  are  doing  the  reports 
and  we  have  two  procedures  there.  One  is  to  get  official  agency 
comments.  And  to  do  that,  we  do  give  them  a  draft  of  the  report. 
If  we  do  not  do  that,  we  then  have  this  exit  conference.  And  at  that 
point,  we  try  to  get  their  input.  Then  we  try  to  finalize  the  report. 

Where  we  get  into  problems  is  where  somebody  there  is  going  to 
be  collaborating  and  leaks  the  report  and  then  we  have  got  a  docu- 
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ment  out  there  that  is  floating  around.  You  know,  we  try  to  be  fair 
to  everybody  at  that  point,  but  sometimes  it  is  not  a  very  even 
process,  you  might  say.  We  are  just  trying  to  cope  with  what  the 
situation  is.  And  that  was  the  situation  in  this  White  House  situa- 
tion. 

We  were  not  trying  to  keep  anything  from  Congressman  Light- 
foot,  we  were  just  going  through  our  normal  procedures.  And  if  the 
people  had  not  leaked  the  report,  why,  we  would  have  been  able 
to  issue  our  report  in  our  normal  procedure. 

On  the  NASA  job  we  had  notified  the  Congress  with  our  regular 
notification  that  that  job  was  in  place.  I  think  at  the  time  the 
chairman  of  your  subcommittee  and  you  were  not  maybe  in  the 
best  of  communications  and  we  were  delivering  the  report  to  the 
chairman.  And  in  most  cases,  that  would  have  been  delivered  to 
you.  In  that  case,  apparently  it  wasn't  but  we  in  no  way  were  try- 
ing to  keep  it  from  you. 

Mr,  Cox.  But  except  that  because  I  have  had  both  written  and 
oral  communications  with  GAO  on  the  subject.  My  understanding 
is  that  GAO  left  it  up  to  the  committee  chairman  to  provide  it  to 
me  and  GAO  would  not  have  undertaken  itself  to  provide  me  di- 
rectly with  that  report  which  was  why  I  didn't  get  it. 

And  it  strikes  me  that  the  White  House  situation  is  even  more 
unusual  because  it  was  the  ranking  member  who  had  requested 
the  report.  So  in  that  case,  even  the  Member  of  Congress  who  re- 
quested the  report  was  kept  in  the  dark  while  the  agency  who  was 
the  subject  of  the  investigation  was  cut  in  on  the  inside. 

Mr.  HiNCHMAN.  Can  I  add  one  further  note  to  that?  Obviously  we 
didn't  do  this  as  we  would  now  do  it  in  retrospect.  What  happened 
is  this:  The  first  draft  that  was  given  to  the  White  House  was  not 
a  draft  for  formal  agency  comment.  It  was  a  so-called  preliminary 
draft.  Its  purpose  was  to  get  some  initial  verification  of  some  of  the 
facts  as  we  described  them  and  to  get  some  additional  information 
from  the  White  House  regarding  some  cases  which  we  didn't  fully 
understand  at  that  point. 

We  did  not  think  of  that  as  being  a  formal  agency  comment  draft 
and,  therefore,  didn't  invoke  the  routine  practice  of  providing  the 
requestor  of  the  work  with  a  copy  at  the  same  time.  That  was  real- 
ly the  difficulty.  Once  Mr.  Lightfoot — once  the  draft  leaked  and  he 
raised  a  question  about  why  he  didn't  have  a  copy — then  we  did  get 
one  to  him. 

Mr.  Cox.  I  should  add  that  before  I  was  in  Congress,  I  worked 
in  the  White  House  as  a  lawyer,  and  I  had  been  on  the  other  end 
of  this.  I  have  been  on  the  other  end  of  GAO  investigations  of  the 
White  House.  It  would  have  been  highly  unusual  and  did  not  occur 
in  the  GAO  investigations  in  which  I  was  involved  to  get  a  draft 
copy  of  the  report.  We  would  have  killed  to  have  one. 

Let  me  ask  a  second  question  because  Congressman  Dingell 
brought  this  up.  The  law  requires — at  least  it  did  last  year  and  pre- 
vious years — that  GAO  conduct  routine  audits  of  independent  coun- 
sels. No  such  audit  was  conducted  of  Lawrence  Walsh  for  several 
years,  so  I  signed  the  letter  along  with  some  other  Members  of 
Congress  asking  that  GAO  live  up  to  its  statutory  responsibility 
which  subsequently  you  did. 


155 

Today  Congressman  Dingell  testified  with  information  provided 
to  him,  I  have  to  guess,  by  the  GAO  that  I  had  requested  a  GAO 
report  when  in  fact  all  I  did  was  ask  GAO  to  fulfill  its  statutory 
responsibility  to  provide  a  report. 

Isn't  this  an  example  of  having  too  many  detailees  working  for 
committee  chairmen  so  that  a  committee  chairman  can  come  up 
here  and  testify  in  support  of  GAO  using  information  provided  to 
him  by  the — and  I  don't  know  that  this  is  exactly  how  it  happened 
in  this  case,  but  I  don't  know  how  else  Congressman  Dingell  would 
have  gotten  ahold  of  information  that  I  had  allegedly  requested  a 
GAO  report  when  in  fact  I  hadn't. 

He  has  got  more  detailees  on  that  Energy  and  Commerce  Com- 
mittee than  we  have  got  Republican  staffers.  Isn't  this  the  big 
change  that  has  happened  since  the  1960's  when  10  percent  of  your 
reports  were  instigated  by  Congress  and  the  rest  were  independ- 
ent? Now  82  percent  is  requested  by  Congress.  Isn't  GAO  more  or 
less  just  adjunct  congressional  staff? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Not  at  all,  Mr.  Cox.  The  reason  that  he  had  that 
information,  I  believe,  is  that  a  lot  of  different  people  on  this  com- 
mittee and  the  people  that  were  going  to  testify  asked  us  for  dif- 
ferent information.  Mr.  dinger  will  agree.  We  have  provided  all 
the  information  you  have  requested  of  us,  and  the  chairman,  too. 
He  requested  what  reports  have  been  issued  in  1992,  and  so  we 
presented  that  to  him,  just  a  straight  information  request,  you 
might  say. 

Mr.  Cox.  Just  for  the  record,  I  wonder  if  I  could  ask  your  assist- 
ance in  clarifying  this.  The  report  you  provided  on  the  independent 
counsel  was  one  the  statute  required  you  to.  You  didn't  do  it  be- 
cause Chris  Cox  asked  you  to. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  You  are  absolutely  right.  We  should  say  that  is 
one  of  the  few  times  we  did  drop  the  ball  on  getting  to  the  request. 
We  had  somebody  leave  our  organization  who  thought  somebody 
else  in  the  organization  had  picked  up  the  responsibility  for  doing 
that  request,  and  it  truly  just  got  lost  in  our  system.  It  was  a  man- 
dated request,  and  you  people  were  reminding  us  of  that. 

Mr.  Cox.  I  would  like  to  conclude  and  then  yield  back,  but  focus 
on  the  problem  which  you  know  I  am  deeply  interested  in,  the  size 
and  expense  of  GAO. 

You  mentioned  that  GAO  is  roughly  the  same  in  size  since  the 
1960's,  but  we  know  it  costs  a  whole  lot  more.  In  fact,  during  the 
last  few  hours  I  went  back  and  looked,  and  I  have  found  that  in 
1965,  the  mid- 1960's,  but  you  mentioned  as  a  base  period  during 
which  not  much  happened  it  cost  $46.9  million  to  fund  GAO.  It  is 
going  to  cost  us  around  $490  million  this  year.  Adjusted  for  infla- 
tion, that  number  from  1965  would  be  about  $204  million  this  year. 
So  we  have  grown  from  $204  million,  inflation  adjusted,  from  1965 
to  $490  million,  over  and  above  inflation.  That  is  rather  significant 
growth,  isn't  it? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  It  is,  and  I  just  don't  know  how  to  explain  that 
because  I  don't  have  the  numbers.  But  80  percent  of  our  costs  are 
people  costs.  In  other  words,  pay  increases  have  to  account  for  a 
large  portion  of  that. 

As  I  said,  the  other  two  significant  ingredients,  after  you  get  past 
the  75  or  80  percent  of  our  budget,  is  basically  facilities  cost — the 
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building  that  we  are  in  and  the  regional  offices  that  we  occupy — 
and  then  the  other  is  the  modern  computers,  the  micros,  the 
laptops,  and  the  network  that  we  are  putting  in.  So  obviously  that 
is  more  costly.  When  you  see  the  productivity  gains,  you  have  to 
recognize  that  some  of  the  increased  cost  has  turned  into  much  bet- 
ter output.  As  we  are  coming  down  in  size,  some  of  the  productivity 
gains  translate  into  a  smaller  organization. 

Mr.  Cox.  Taking  the  number  of  employees  that  GAO  has  and  di- 
viding it  into  the  amount  that  GAO  spends,  it  works  out  to  be 
$860,000  per  employee  in  1993. 

Mr.  BOWSHER.  I  think  you  may  have  missed  a  digit;  90,000, 
80,000? 

Mr.  Cox.  86,000  to  90,000.  It  is  a  typo  here.  But  in  any  case,  it 
is  a  great  deal  of  money  per  capita. 

It  strikes  me — I  wonder,  I  didn't  know  until  I  got  here,  I  don't 
think  except  as  an  emblem  of  its  material  about  the  $60,000  spent 
last  year  for  the  driver  and  the  $40,000  spent  for  an  executive  chef 
and  so  on.  Would  you  be  supportive  of  legislation  I  know  the  rank- 
ing Republican  on  the  Budget  Committee  in  the  Senate  has  intro- 
duced to  have  an  outside  audit  of  GAO? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  We  do  have  an  outside  audit  of  GAO.  It  is  done 
every  year  by  an  outside  CPA  firm.  Peat  Marwick  did  it  this  past 
year.  For  the  previous  5  years  it  was  done  by  Price  Waterhouse. 

Mr.  Cox.  Where  does  that  report  go?  Because  honestly  I  haven't 
seen  it. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  That  is  in  our  annual  report  we  send  to  the  Con- 
gress. We  send  a  copy  of  that  report  to  every  Member  of  the  Con- 
gress. 

Mr.  Cox.  What  is  the  scope  of  that  audit? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  It  is  a  regular  CPA  audit,  according  to  the  govern- 
ment auditing  standards,  so  it  has  the  financial  statements,  it  has 
the  internal  controls,  and  it  has  laws  and  regulations.  The  three 
major  components. 

Mr.  Cox.  So  you  think  that  Senator  Dominici's  legislation  is  su- 
perfluous? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  I  have  talked  to  him  and  I  have  said  the  big  thing 
we  need  is  a  peer  review  every  3  years,  and  they  have  decided  to 
have  this  review  by  the  National  Academy  of  Public  Administration 
as  the  first  one.  I  think  with  the  CPA  auait,  our  internal  audit,  and 
the  peer  review  every  3  years,  we  would  then  have  as  much  review 
as  any  auditing  organization  in  the  whole  world.  I  would  think  that 
that  would  do  it. 

Mr.  Cox.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you.  As  you  know,  I  am 
very  interested  in  restoring  some  independence  to  the  GAO.  I  think 
one  of  the  reasons  that  perhaps  you  were  unable  to  complete  your 
statutory  report  for  the  independent  counsel  is  that  you  have  got 
so  much  other  work  on  your  plate. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  No,  in  that  case  it  really  wasn't.  We  look  at  all 
these  laws  passed  every  year,  and  we  go  through  them  and  say, 
here  is  a  requirement,  we  make  a  list,  we  make  assignments.  And 
unfortunately,  in  that  case  it  was  assigned  to  one  person.  He  left 
our  organization,  and  didn't  pass  it  on,  although  he  thought  he  had 
passed  it  on.  It  dropped  through  the  crack.  I  apologiz&d  to  the  Con- 
gress over  it. 
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We  got  right  with  the  job,  as  you  remember,  as  soon  as  it  was 
brought  to  our  attention.  And  it  hasn't  happened  very  often  in  my 
12  years.  But  it  certainly  did  happen  there  and,  as  I  said,  I  apolo- 
gize. I  apologized  then  and  I  apologize  today. 

Mr.  Cox.  But  nonetheless,  the  fact  remains  that  the  statutory  ob- 
ligations, what  GAO  is  supposed  to  do  on  its  own,  in  that  case  fell 
through  the  cracks,  but  congressional  demand,  which  moved  to  82 
percent  of  your  workload,  are  in  fact  getting  satisfied  because  the 
squeaky  wheel  gets  the  grease. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  That  is  not  true,  Mr.  Cox.  We  can't  start  every  job 
so  we  negotiate  away  from  those  jobs  that  are  not  quite — as  high 
a  priority  as  we  think  they  should  oe. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  General  Bowsher,  could  I  interrupt,  please? 

I  have  been  favored  by  a  visit  from  Mr.  Isaac  Hayes,  a  friend  and 
great  jazz  artist.  He  is  in  the  committee  room,  and  I  wanted  to 
take  note  of  it  now.  He  is  going  to  have  to  leave,  but  we  are  de- 
lighted he  is  here. 

Mr.  Cox.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  bought  my  first  Isaac  Hayes  album 
when  I  was  about  14  years  old. 

Mr.  Hayes.  You  just  put  some  age  on  me,  sir. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Thank  you  for  permitting  that  interruption. 

Mr.  Cox.  In  fact,  I  think  we  have  come  to  closure  on  this.  I  yield 
back. 

Mr.  Bowsher.  I  want  you  to  know,  Mr.  Cox,  I  want  to  work  with 
you  here  on  this  issue  of  the  number  of  reports,  the  independence, 
because  I  think  you  and  I  are  trying  to  achieve  the  same  goal  here. 
I  want  to  work  with  you  here  in  the  months  ahead  to  see  if  we 
can't  come  to  some  agreement. 

Mr.  Cox.  I  appreciate  that  and  I  look  forward  to  it. 

Mr.  Conyers.  Have  you  checked  out  Isaac  Hayes's  earlier  or 
later 

Mr.  Bowsher.  I  am  an  old  trombone  player  from  Indiana. 

Mr.  Co^fYERS.  One  hand  washes  the  other.  It  is  wonderful  to 
know. 

Mr.  John  Mica. 

Mr.  Mica.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Comptroller  General,  as  far  as  the  structure  of  your  agency 
is  concerned,  and  who  you  report  to,  it  is  my  understanding  you  re- 
port to  both  the  Congress  for  oversight  and  also  for  appropriations. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Mica.  I  read  somewhere,  is  this  the  first  time  in  8  years  that 
you  have  appeared  before  a  committee? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  It  is  the  first  time  we  have  appeared  for  an  over- 
sight hearing  before  this  committee  since  1985,  but  I  have  an  an- 
nual hearing,  of  course,  before  the  Appropriations  Committee. 

Mr.  Mica.  Basically  this  is  your  first  time  in  8  years  in  an  over- 
sight capacity  before  this  committee? 

Mr.  Bowsher.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Mica.  I  am  a  new  Member  of  the  Congress  and  the  commit- 
tee so  I  am  a  little  stunned  sometimes  on  the  way  I  find  we  con- 
duct routine  business  here. 

You  also  testified  today  there  is  no  inspector  general  within  your 
department;  is  that  correct? 
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Mr.  BowsHER.  That  is  correct.  What  we  do  have  is  an  internal 
audit  function  and  an  external  auditor. 

Mr.  Mica.  And  that  audit  was  conducted,  we  have  staff  here — 
what  kinds  of  questions  have  been  raised  about  the  audit  that  has 
been  conducted  in  the  past?  Is  there  a  record  of  questions  about 
specific  items  in  the  audit?  Has  there  ever  been? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  I  have  to  check  that,  Mr.  Mica.  Let  me  check  that 
and  supply  that  for  the  record. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Matters  Identified  by  Financial  Audits  of  GAO 

For  each  fiscal  since  1986,  GAO  has  engaged  an  independent  public  accounting  firm  to 
examine  its  financial  statements.   A  significant  component  of  these  examinations  is  the 
review  of  GAO's  system  of  internal  controls  and  its  compliance  with  laws  and  regulations.   In 
each  fiscal  year  the  independent  public  accountant  noted  and  reported  that  no  matters 
involving  the  internal  control  structure  of  GAO  and  its  operations  were  considered  to  be 
material  weEiknesses.  They  further  reported  that  for  the  items  tested,  the  GAO  had  complied 
with  those  provisions  of  laws  and  regulations  whose  noncompliance  with  could  have  a 
material  effect  on  the  financial  statements.   They  also  reported  that  nothing  came  to  their 
attention  which  caused  them  to  believe  that  GAO  was  not  in  compliance  for  transactions  not 
tested. 

One  of  the  primary  benefits  from  an  audit  is  that  certain  matters  are  identified  that  will  be 
useful  to  an  organization  in  improving  their  overall  system  of  internal  control. 

These  independent  audits  of  GAO's  financial  statements  have  identified  several  aspects  of  the 
internal  control  structure  and  its  operation  that  could  be  improved  by  GAO's  management. 
Issues  which  have  been  brought  to  GAO's  attention  during  recent  audits  (Fiscal  Years  1991 
to  1993)  include  the  following: 

•  Improving  the  method  for  determining  GAO's  estimated  liability  for  workers'  compensation 
claims. 

•  Applying  internal  controls  over  personnel  actions  and  time  and  attendance  reporting. 

•  Monitoring  the  status  of  weaknesses  identified  in  the  internal  controls  at  the  National 
Finance  Center,  which  performs  a  substantial  amount  of  payroll  processing  functions  for 
GAO. 

•  UtiUzing  a  formal  financial  reporting  timeline  to  highlight  key  items  and  manage  due 
dates  in  its  financial  reporting  process. 

•  Establishing  an  Audit  Committee  to  more  adequately  focus  oversight  responsibility  for 
monitoring  of  internal  and  external  audit  and  related  activities. 

•  Implementing  a  number  of  procedural  modifications  to  improve  the  efficiency  and 
effectiveness  of  GAO's  Federal  Managers'  Financial  Integrity  Act  (FMFIA)  program. 

Recommendations  for  improvement  identified  during  past  audits  by  independent  public 
accounting  firms  have  either  been  implemented  or  are  in  the  process  of  being  implemented. 
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Mr.  BowsHER.  We  have  had  questions  from  time  to  time  on  indi- 
vidual issues,  whether  it  was  tied  to  the  audit  or  not,  I  just  don't 
remember. 

Mr,  Mica.  Let  me  tell  you  a  problem  I  have  as  a  minority  mem- 
ber. Earlier  you  heard  when  we  had  Mr.  Walker  in  here,  we  had 
the  exchange  about  the  car  and  the  driver,  and  for  the  first  time 
I  learned  about  this,  and  the  chef.  I  come  from  out  there  fairly  re- 
cently, more  recently  than  probably  anybody  on  the  dais  right  now, 
and  the  people  that  I  represent  aren't  into  conducting  business  as 
usual.  So  they  have  a  real  problem  with  the  executive  chef,  they 
have  a  problem,  as  you  testified  before  us,  of  paying  for  lunch  for 
the  consultants  who  the  governments  in  turn  pay,  and  the  drivers 
for  staff.  You  also  said  cars,  and  that  got  me  a  little  bit,  you  know, 
raising  questions. 

Now,  let  me  just  tell  you  where  I  am  from.  When  I  came  in,  we 
had  five  investigative  staff.  I  think  we  now  have  seven  or  eight. 
This  is  the  list  of  our  responsibilities  for  oversight  in  addition  to 
your  agency.  It  is  several  pages.  And  this  is  a  great  committee,  it 
has  a  great  history,  it  dates  back  to  1860,  in  one  form  or  another. 

And  how  would  you — and  you  don't  have  to  answer  it  today  but 
submit  it  to  the  minority  if  you  could.  We  have  seven  or  eight  in- 
vestigative staff,  and  you  are  pretty  creative  because  you  have  also 
half  a  billion  dollar  budget,  5,055  employees,  you  are  overseeing  a 
$1.6  trillion  budget.  We  are  too  in  our  capacity. 

How  would  you  divide  those  investigative  staff  that  we  have  to 
oversee  you  and  this  $1.6  trillion  responsibility,  and  the  committee 
acts  as  the  principal  oversight  committee  of  all  executive  branch 
agencies,  programs  and  activities,  in  light  of  the  fact  that  we  have 
had  testimony  at  the  table  and  up  here  from  the  dais  that  your 
agency  has  not  performed  in,  say,  an  adequate  manner  overseeing, 
say,  the  White  House  and  some  other  agencies. 

So  I  want  you  to  submit  to  me  how  we  can  best,  constructively, 
as  a  minority,  represent  those  people  that  we  have  come  here  and 
check  on  your  interest,  not  learn,  you  know,  just  the  day  of  the 
hearing  about  what  is  going  on  down  there. 

One  final  question.  So  if  you  would  submit  that,  I  would  appre- 
ciate it. 

[The  information  follows:] 
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Hearing  record  for  GAO  Oversight  Hearing, 

Insert  to  transcript  page  180,  in  answer  to  Representative  Mica's  question 

In  terms  of  how  we  could  work  better  with  the  minority  in  making  them  aware  of  our  work, 
we  have  recently  done  several  things,  some  of  which  I  alluded  to  in  my  statement  and  in  the 
earlier  discussion,  which  I  believe  will  help.  Specifically,  (1)  we  have  reinforced  our  policy 
of  consulting  with  committees  of  jurisdiction  in  our  planning  process,  and  this  means  getting 
input  from  minority  staff  and  members  regarding  each  of  our  issue  area  plans  or  yearly 
updates  to  these  plans,  (2)  we  have  begun  notifying  the  ranking  minority  member  when  we 
acknowledge  a  request  from  a  committee  chair  (and  vice  versa),  and  (3)  we've  begun  providing 
a  periodic  listing  of  ongoing  committee  requested  assignments  to  both  the  chair  and  ranking 
member  of  committees. 

As  noted  elsewhere  in  answer  to  other  questions  for  the  record,  we  would  also  consider 
making  additional  changes  in  our  procedures  providing  they  had  bipartisan  leadership 
support.  For  example.  Rep.  Clinger  asked  if  we  would  be  willing  to  brief  other  committee 
members  on  work  being  done  for  the  chair  or  the  ranking  member.  Finally,  we  would 
consider  other  suggestions  which  members  might  have  on  how  we  could  improve  our 
communication  with  them  regarding  GAO  work. 
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Mr.  Mica.  Have  any  of  the  Members  been  down  to  visit  you  at 
GAO  or  been  through  GAO? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Yes,  some  have  and  some  have  not,  and  we  would 
be  pleased  to  have  any  Members  come  over. 

Mr.  Mica.  What  about  staff  visits? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Yes,  we  have  had  staff  visits. 

Mr.  Mica.  How  about  from  the  minority  investigative  staff? 

Mr.  BOWSHER.  Yes. 

Mr.  Mica.  And  you  feel  the  oversight  is  adequate? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  I  think  the  oversight  by  the  Congress  could  be  a 
lot  better  than  the  way  it  is  done,  and  I  have  made  that  point  to 
the  committee  that  is  looking  at  the  organization  of  the  Congress. 
I  have  said  many  times  in  testimony,  including  earlier  here  today, 
that  what  we  need  is  to  get  the  financial  records  and  the  financial 
systems  of  the  Federal  Government  in  much  better  shape.  They  are 
in  terrible  shape.  After  New  York  City's  fiscal  crisis  we  got  the 
State  and  the  local  governments  to  improve  and  to  be  able  to  have 
annual  audits.  And  I  think  it  is  high  time  that  the  Federal  Grovem- 
ment  was  able  to  do  that. 

If  we  could  get  that  done,  and  then  if  we  could  get  some  of  the 
program  systems  improved,  the  GAO  audits  could  be  much  more  ef- 
ficient, and  I  think  the  oversight  hearings  could  be  much  better 
done.  I  think  you  ought  to  have  an  annual  hearing  of  every  major 
department  in  the  Federal  Government  by  the  cognizant  commit- 
tee, and  GAO  should 

Mr.  Mica.  Including  GAO? 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Including  GAO,  and  I  said  that  in  my  confirma- 
tion hearing  12  years  ago. 

Mr.  Mica.  Again,  can  you  imagine  the  frustration  sitting  here 
and  dealing  witn  you  and  having  a  conflicting  hearing,  you  Know, 
at  this  particular  time,  and  other  business,  and  not  the  tools  to 
complete  the  job  to  make  sure  that  you  perform  the  job  well. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  Well,  I  think  we  have  put  in  most  of  the  tools.  In 
other  words,  when  I  came  to  GAO,  we  were  not  able  to  get  a  clean 
opinion  on  an  annual  audit,  but  we  worked  hard  on  our  own  ac- 
counting. We  now  have  a  CPA  audit  every  year.  We  issue  an  an- 
nual report,  and  we  issue  performance  indicators  every  year  and 
send  them  to  the  Congress.  So  we  have  been  reporting  regularly  to 
the  Congress  as  to  how  GAO  is  doing,  and 

Mr.  Mica.  Finally,  I  don't  want  to  beat  a  dead  horse,  but  when 
you  do  look  at  your  budget  in  the  future,  these  things  are  of  con- 
cern to  me  and  the  people  I  represent,  and  we  have  all  been  asked 
to  do  some  belt  tightening,  and  if  you  see  the  letters  that  I  get 
daily  from  people  out  there  that  are  struggling  to  just,  you  know, 
make  it  from  day  to  day,  it  is  hard  for  me  to  go  back  and  explain 
what  I  learned  here  today. 

So  take  that  to  heart,  please,  and  also  to  the  bottom  line  when 
you  go  to  budgeting  next  time. 

Thank  you.  I  yield  back. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  I  want  to  assure  you  that  we  do  that.  Congress- 
man Mica.  We  have  been  making  GAO  a  much  more  efficient  oper- 
ation here  for  all  12  years  of  my  tenure,  and  I  will  continue. 

I  will  be  announcing  some  closures.  We  have  been  reducing  the 
size  of  the  organization,  we  have  been  increasing  the  productivity, 
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we  have  been  improving  the  quahty  of  reviewing  our  reports.  So  we 
have  been  working  very  hard  and  making  GAO  one  of  the  best 
models  of  a  government  agency,  and  I  think  we  have  made  a  lot 
of  progress.  We  still  have  a  ways  to  go. 

Mr.  Mica.  Thank  you.  I  yield  back  and  I  look  forward  to  seeing 
you  annually  here. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Mr.  Mica,  he  only  has  until  1996  before  his  term 
runs  out.  Of  course,  he  could  be  reappointed. 

Mr.  BowsHER.  No.  The  law  is  that  you  cannot  be  reappointed, 
and  it  is  an  excellent  law. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  So,  of  course,  you  have  to  get  reelected. 

Mr.  Mica.  I  will  be  here. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  We  will  work  it  out. 

Mr.  Shays  for  a  closing  comment. 

Mr.  Shays.  Mr.  Bowsner,  the  thing  that  concerns  me  about  the 
question  that  Mr.  Cox  asked  about  what  Mr.  Dominici  is  proposing, 
he  is  proposing  an  outside  auditor  to  review  and  evaluate  the 
GAO's  work.  It  seems  to  me  we  are  not  talking  about  a  CPA  audit. 
We  are  just  talking  about  looking  at  all  your  practices  and  make 
a  recommendation,  much  as  you  would  do  to  other  agencies.  And 
I  am  kind  of  interested  that  you  would  be  reluctant  to 

Mr.  BowsHER.  I  am  not  reluctant  to  do  that.  In  other  words,  I 
am  a  great  believer  in  peer  review  of  professional  organizations.  So 
the  government  auditing  standards  require  it  be  done  every  3 
years,  and  I  have  told  Senator  Dominici  I  am  in  100  percent  agree- 
ment on  that  part  of  his  bill. 

And  if  I  could  add,  as  Milt  is  reminding  me,  we  are  in  the  proc- 
ess of  having  the  first  review  by  the  National  Academy  of  Public 
Administration  which  the  Senate  is  financing.  So  we  are — and  we 
are  looking  forward  to  that. 

Mr.  Shays.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Socolar,  any  closing  comment? 

Mr.  Socolar.  Not  really,  no. 

Mr.  Conyers.  All  right.  Part  two,  10  Thursday.  Other  members 
of  GAO  and  other  witnesses  on  the  same  subject. 

Thank  you  for  your  attendance.  The  committee  stands  adjourned. 

[Whereupon,  at  3:20  p.m.,  the  committee  adjourned,  to  reconvene 
subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair.] 


OVERSIGHT  OF  THE  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING 

OFFICE 


THURSDAY,  OCTOBER  28,  1993 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Government  Operations, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  10:25  a.m.,  in  room 
2154,  Raybum  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  John  Conyers,  Jr. 
(chairman  of  the  committee)  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  John  Conyers,  Jr.,  Thomas  M.  Barrett, 
Lynn  C.  Woolsey,  Gene  Green,  Christopher  Shays,  Ileana  Ros- 
Lehtinen,  Stephen  Horn,  and  John  L.  Mica. 

Also  present:  Julian  Epstein,  staff  director;  Donald  F.  Goldberg, 
deputy  staff  director;  Charles  C.  Wheeler  HI,  chief  investigator; 
Daniel  T.  Mullaney,  professional  staff  member;  Ellen  P.  Rayner, 
chief  clerk;  Frances  C.  Terrell,  staff  assistant;  Matthew  R.  Fletcher, 
minority  staff  director;  and  Monty  Tripp  and  Ellen  B.  Brown,  mi- 
nority professional  staff. 

Mr.  Conyers.  Good  morning,  ladies  and  gentlemen.  Today  we 
continue  our  oversight  hearings  on  the  General  Accounting  Office. 
We're  delighted  to  have  former  Comptroller  General  Elmer  Staats 
join  us. 

We  need  a  continued  and  vigilant  GAO,  which  is,  in  effect,  the 
investigative  arm  of  the  Congress,  and  as  such  is  indispensable  to 
the  Congress  and  to  citizens  alike. 

We've  heard  a  lot  of  praise  and  criticism  of  GAO.  I  would  like 
to  see  GAO  make  its  reports  a  little  bit  faster  and  with  a  little  bit 
more  bite  and  pointedness.  But,  what  we  want  to  do  today  is  find 
out  from  the  elder  statesman  of  this  organization  how  it  is  perform- 
ing now,  in  his  judgment,  making  any  comparisons  about  how  it 
worked  when  he  was  there.  We're  delighted  to  have  a  gentleman 
of  this  great  distinction  appear  before  us  today.  I  remember  seeing 
your  name  on  these  reports  countless  numbers  of  times  before  we 
had  the  pleasure  of  meeting.  So,  we're  delighted  that  you  would 
start  off  our  final  hearing  on  this  subject. 

Elmer  Staats,  we're  happy  to  have  you  back  in  the  Government 
Operations  Committee. 

[The  opening  statement  of  Mr.  Conyers  follows:] 
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/  OPENING  STATEMENT 

OF  THE 
HONORABLE  JOHN  CONYERS,  JR.,  CHAmMAN 
COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS 

ON 
OVERSIGHT  OF  THE  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE 

OCTOBER  28,  1993 

Good  morning  ladies  and  gentlemen.   Today  we  continue  our 
oversight  hearings  on  the  General  Accounting  OfHce. 

On  Tuesday  we  heard  a  lot  of  perspectives  about  the 
operations  of  this  key  oversight  agency  of  Congress.   But  there  is 
one  thing  that  we  all  agree  on:  that  is  that  a  continued  vigilant 
GAO,  as  the  investigative  arm  of  Congress,  is  indispensable  to 
both  the  Congress  and  the  American  taxpayer. 

We  heard  a  lot  of  criticisms  the  other  day  also,  some  of  them 
I  think  legitimate,  and  others  perhaps  less  so.   I,  for  one,  would 
like  to  see  GAO  prepare  its  reports  faster  and  with  more  bite. 


167 

We  are  not  here  to  engage  in  an  endless  exchange  of 
recriminations  about  this  GAO  report  and  that  GAO  report  that 
may  not  have  supported  a  particular  position  we  favor.   We  are 
here  to  help  make  GAO  as  effective  and  responsive  to  this 
institution  as  we  can.     And  I  think  that  no  one  is  more  committed 
to  that  than  General  Bowsher. 


Today  we  will  hear  from  the  "statesman"  of  GAO  —  former 
Comptroller  General  Elmer  Staats.    The  Chairmen  from  two 
GAO  employee  groups  vdll  give  us  an  "insiders"  view  of  GAO's 
role  and  operations.    Officials  from  the  Departments  of  Energy 
and  Interior  will  give  us  an  agency's  perspective  on  GAO's  audits. 

As  I  said  on  Tuesday,  this  process  of  oversight  of  the  agency 
does  not  stop  with  these  hearings.   This  will  be  a  continuing 
process. 
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Mr.  Staats.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  It's  a  pleasure  to  be  back 
in  this  room.  I  haven't  been  here  for  some  time,  but  I've  enjoyed 
a  very  fine  relationship  with  this  committee  while  I  was  the  Comp- 
troller General,  and  before  that  as  the  Deputy  Director  of  the 
Budget  for  many  years.  And  so  it's  a  pleasure  to  be  back  here. 

I  see  a  lot  of  new  faces  since  I  was  here  last,  but  I  continue  to 
appreciate  the  support  which  I  receive  from  this  committee.  I  sup- 
pose I  appeared  here  at  least  100  times  during  the  15  years  that 
I  was  Comptroller  General. 

I've  been  asked  to  outline  for  the  committee  changes  which  took 
place  in  the  work  with  the  General  Accounting  Office  during  my 
tenure  as  Comptroller  General,  from  1966  to  1981.  I  emphasize  at 
the  outset  that  my  comments  will  be  limited  to  this  period,  inas- 
much as  I've  been  out  of  office  now  for  some  12  years. 

To  begin,  following  my  appointment  to  the  office  by  President 
Johnson,  I  undertook  to  examine  the  pertinent  statutes  and  legisla- 
tive history  of  the  office.  I  also  visited  with  many  Members  of  Con- 
gress to  obtain  their  observations  with  respect  to  the  contributions 
made  by  GAG,  and  to  obtain  their  suggestions  as  to  how  I  might 
strengthen  the  contributions  of  that  offiice. 

As  a  Deputy  Director  of  the  Budget  under  four  Presidents — that's 
Truman,  Eisenhower,  Kennedy,  and  Johnson — I  had  presented  tes- 
timony before  many  congressional  committees  and  had  come  to 
know  the  key  congressional  leaders  quite  well.  I  wanted  to  obtain 
their  views  as  I  undertook  my  new  responsibilities. 

Now,  the  basic  statute  which  created  the  GAO,  the  Budget  and 
Accounting  Act  of  1921 — and  I  won't  read  this,  because  youTe  very 
familiar  with  it — but  the  pertinent  thing  that  I  would  like  to  stress 
here  is  that  it  emphasized  that  the  Comptroller  General  "shall 
make  recommendations  looking  to  greater  economy  or  efficiency  in 
public  expenditures." 

Section  312  of  that  act  provided  that  the  Comptroller  General 
"shall  make  such  investigations  and  reports  as  shall  be  ordered  by 
either  House  of  Congress,  or  by  any  committee  of  either  House  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  over  revenue,  appropriations  or  expenditures."  And 
then  it  further  stated  that  the  Comptroller  General  "shall,  at  the 
request  of  any  such  committee,  direct  assistance  from  his  office  to 
furnish  the  committee  such  aid  and  information  as  it  may  request." 

The  framers  of  the  statute  decided  to  give  the  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral maximum  independence  and  remove  the  office  from  politics. 
Provisions  for  appointment,  removal,  compensation,  and  retirement 
were  modeled  on  those  applicable  to  Federal  judges.  This  is  a  point 
that  is  sometimes  overlooked  in  the  effort  to  create  an  office  of 
great  independence. 

Moreover,  the  15-year  nonrenewable  term  was  likewise  designed 
to  remove  any  motive  or  perception  that  the  person  holding  that  of- 
fice acted  in  a  way  to  enhance  reappointment. 

These  provisions  are  also  designed  to  give  credibility  to  the  re- 
ports of  the  office.  Safeguards  on  the  independence  of  the  Nation's 
chief  auditor  is  not  unique  to  the  U.S.  Government.  Most  State  gov- 
ernment constitutions  and  statutes  have  similar  safeguards.  Other 
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democratic  nations  in  varying  ways  attempt  to  safeguard  the  non- 
partisan, independent  role  of  their  chief  auditor. 

In  the  British  Commonwealth  countries,  for  example,  the  Audi- 
tors Oversight  Committee  is  chaired  by  a  member  of  the  opposition 
party.  In  the  United  States,  private  sector  audit  committees  are 
made  up  of  outside  directors,  and  the  company  auditor  reports  to 
this  committee,  as  well  as  to  the  chief  executive  officer. 

Shortly  after  taking  office  I  had  occasion  to  visit  with  President 
Johnson.  And  because  of  his  long  experience  in  the  Congress,  I  in- 
quired of  him,  "What  do  you  perceive  to  be  the  principal  respon- 
sibility of  the  comptroller  general?"  His  immediate  response  was 
this.  When  Congress  passes  a  law  and  I  sign  it,  it's  your  job  to 
tell  both  of  us  whether  that  law  has  been  carried  out  as  we  both 
intended  it." 

As  I  examined  the  legislative  history  of  the  1921  statute.  Presi- 
dent Johnson's  definition  of  the  role  of  the  GAO  seemed  to  conform 
with  the  intent  of  the  authors  of  the  act.  W.F.  Willoughby  of 
Princeton  University,  an  advisor  to  President  Wilson  who  initiated 
the  legislation  during  his  presidency,  defined  the  role  of  the  Gren- 
eral  Accounting  Office  to  "follow  after,  audit,  and  inform  Congress 
of  how  its  orders  have  been  executed;  and  furthermore,  where  dis- 
cretion has  been  granted,  the  fidelity  and  efficiency  with  which 
that  discretion  has  been  exercised." 

A  leading  proponent  of  the  legislation  in  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives, Congressman  James  W.  Good  of  Iowa,  said  the  legislation 
was  necessary  "so  that  the  Congress  can  know  whether  the  monev 
it  has  appropriated  has  been  expended  for  the  purposes  for  whicn 
it  was  appropriated."  Sounds  very  modern. 

At  another  time.  President  Wilson,  in  describing  the  role  of  the 
GAO,  used  the  words  "wisely,"  "economically,"  and  "efficiently." 
President  Harding,  in  signing  the  legislation  in  1921,  stated  that 
the  enactment  was  "the  beginning  of  the  greatest  reformation  in 
governmental  practices  since  the  beginning  of  the  Republic." 

President  Wilson  vetoed  the  first  bill  passed  by  Congress,  which 
gave  the  Congress  authority  to  remove  the  Comptroller  General  by 
concurrent  resolution.  His  view  was  that  this  would  compromise 
the  independence  of  the  office.  As  repassed,  this  provision  was  re- 
vised to  provide  for  removal  by  joint  resolution. 

I  cite  all  this  because  it  was  all  too  obvious  to  me,  in  the  light 
of  the  above,  that  the  GAO  had  not  evolved  in  accordance  with  the 
full  intent  of  the  framers  of  the  statute,  or  in  accordance  with  the 
current  expectations  of  the  Congress.  GAO  was  almost  exclusively 
concerned  with  financial  audits.  Very  little  of  its  work  was  con- 
cerned with  the  economy,  efficiency,  and  effectiveness  of  the  carry- 
ing out  of  programs  by  the  executive  branch. 

Now,  I  do  not  wish  to  downgrade  the  importance  of  audits  of  fi- 
nancial operations.  But  financial  audits,  important  as  they  are,  are 
now  made  the  primary  responsibility  of  the  operating  agencies  in 
the  Budget  and  Accounting  Procedures  Act  of  1950.  GAO  has  an 
oversight  role  and,  of  course,  authority  to  make  such  audits — and 
mandated  by  law  to  make  such  audits  in  specific  cases,  such  as  in 
the  case  of  Federal  corporations. 

The  Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1946  provided  that  the 
"Comptroller  General  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make  expendi- 
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ture  analysis  of  each  agency  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  govern- 
ment— including  government  corporations — which,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  comptroller  general,  will  enable  Congress  to  determine  whether 
public  funds  have  been  economically  and  efficiently  administered 
and  expended."  I  found  no  record  that  a  serious  effort  was  made 
to  carry  out  this  statutory  provision. 

If  I  might  interject  here,  the  story  that  I  was  told  as  to  why  it 
was  not  done  was  a  concern  of  the  then  Comptroller  General  that 
GAO  would  become  controversial.  That  sounds  modem,  also. 

In  1967,  Congress  debated  the  continuance  of  the  economic  op- 
portunity programs — the  so-called  antipoverty  programs — with  con- 
siderable disagreement  between  the  two  parties  and  between  the 
House  and  the  Senate.  The  matter  was  resolved  by  a  directive  to 
the  GAO  to  provide  an  evaluation  of  the  effectiveness  of  these  pro- 
grams and  report  its  results  within  18  months. 

This  evaluation,  undertaken  in  1967  and  concluded  in  1968,  was 
the  first  major  undertaking  of  this  type  for  GAO.  It  pointed  up  the 
need  for  such  work  and  the  kind  of  staff  we  needed  to  carry  out 
such  a  mandate. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Pardon  me,  sir.  Could  you  work  toward  a  conclu- 
sion? We've  got  your  whole  statement  in  the  record,  so  if  you  could 
just  summarize  for  me  that  would  really  help.  We've  got  a  couple 
questions  we  would  like  to  ask  vou.  Is  that  OK? 

Mr.  Staats.  I'm  sorry,  I  didn  t  hear  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Would  you  please  just  summarize  your  statement, 
because  we're  putting  the  whole  statement  into  the  record,  and  we 
have  a  couple  questions  we  would  like  to  ask  you. 

Mr.  Staats.  Yes.  I'll  try  to  do  that.  I'll  omit  the  reference  to  the 
Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1970  and  the  Budget  Act  of  1974. 

But  I  cite  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  emphasize  that  not  only  has  the 
GAO  not  carried  out,  but  the  Congress  came  to  recognize  that  it 
needed  in  the  GAO,  the  capability  to  make  evaluations  of  programs 
and  do  more  work  on  economy  and  efficiency  of  government  oper- 
ations. 

So  I've  emphasized  that,  and  that's  a  part  of  my  statement. 
You'll  find  attached  to  my  statement  a  full  citation  oi  the  statute, 
which  I  supported  while  I  was  Comptroller  General. 

When  I  was  appointed  I  found  that  the  GAO  had  no  record  as 
to  the  extent  of  its  work  resulting  from  the  direct  requests  from 
committees  or  Members  of  Congress.  But  research  indicated  that 
the  total  in  1966  was  only  about  8  percent.  The  GAO  at  that  time 
did  not  have  adequate  liaison  with  the  Congress,  so  I  established 
an  Office  of  Congressional  Relations  with  a  staff  to  provide  this 
kind  of  liaison.  I  had  weekly  meetings  where  I  attempted  to  find 
out  the  status  of  all  the  work  we  were  doing  for  the  Congress. 

At  the  end  of  my  term,  the  work  of  the  GAO  in  response  to  re- 
quests from  Members  and  committees  was  approximately  35  per- 
cent. In  some  parts  of  our  office  it  was  more  than  that,  but  overall 
it  was  about  35  percent. 

In  our  self-initiated  work,  the  GAO  released  its  report  to  the 
press,  but  provided  to  relevant  committees  of  Congress  advance 
copies  for  their  information.  We  did  not  want  to  have  a  situation 
in  which  press  inquiries  were  being  made  of  the  Members  of  Con- 
gress before  they  had  actually  seen  the  report.  In  other  instances. 
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release  of  the  report  was  timed  with  the  committee  hearing  sched- 
ules. 

In  all  of  the  work,  we  mandated  that  agency  agreement  or  dis- 
agreement with  our  conclusions  and  recommendations  be  incor- 
E orated  in  the  report.  This  is  an  important  point,  Mr.  Chairman, 
ecause  there  was  a  lot  of  controversy  all  the  time  I  was  Comptrol- 
ler Greneral  as  to  whether  or  not  we  should  get  agency  comments. 

I'd  like  to  also  emphasize 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  OK  Could  you  work  toward  a  summary,  Mr. 
Staats?  I've  got  a  couple  questions  I'd  like  to  ask  you  as  soon  as 
you  can  conclude,  please. 

Mr.  Staats.  All  right.  I'd  like  to  point  out,  though,  that  there  has 
been  a  lot  of  discussion  I've  seen  in  the  press  as  to  growth  in  the 
size  of  the  GAO,  and  I've  been  distressed  recently  with  respect  to 
the  reports  that  the  GAO  staff  is  being  cut  back. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  I  went  to  GAO  a  huge  part  of  the 
Federal  Government  wasn't  even  subject  to  GAO  audit.  IRS,  for  ex- 
ample, the  international  agencies,  the  Federal  Reserve  Board,  the 
FBI.  Extending  our  jurisdiction  to  these  agencies  account  for  much 
of  the  increase  in  the  staff  that  took  place  while  I  was  there.  From 
about  3,800  up  to  about  5,100  had  to  do  with  expansion  by  the 
Congress  of  the  GAO's  jurisdiction.  Now,  why  this  jurisdiction  had 
been  limited  in  the  past  was  not  always  clear.  But  I  felt  that  it  was 
essential  that  we  have  the  staff  resources  to  audit  all  of  the  major 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government. 

Along  with  this  we  found  it  necessary  to  change  the  character  of 
our  recruitment.  While  accounting  was  a  good  discipline,  we 
thought  it  useful  to  hire  people  with  all  kinds  of  disciplines,  rang- 
ing all  the  different  functions  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  to 
use  consultants.  In  many,  many  cases  we  had  to  bring  in  consult- 
ants who  had  the  expertise  that  we  needed. 

I'll  just  close  by  saying  that  I  would  emphasize  that  the  GAO  is 
more  than  an  additional  support  agency  for  the  Congress.  I  see  in 
the  paper  GAO  listed  as  one  of  the  "support  agencies"  of  Congress, 
along  with  CBO  and  the  CRS  and  OTA. 

GAO's  role  is  a  different  role.  GAO  is  the  independent  auditor  for 
the  Federal  Government — that's  the  reason  I  cited  these  statutory 
references  in  the  beginning — and  it  must  have  independent  right  to 
examine  any  and  ail  programs  of  the  Federal  Government  if  it  is 
to  carry  out  its  statutory  mandate. 

The  GAO  operations  must  be  free  from  any  sustainable  charge 
that  it  is  politically  motivated,  either  as  to  the  matters  which  it  un- 
dertakes to  audit,  or  also  in  a  manner  in  which  the  results  of  these 
audits  are  released  to  the  public. 

In  other  words,  credibility,  objectivity,  and  professionalism  are 
the  real  strengths  of  the  GAO.  It  has  no  directive  powers — indeed, 
could  not  have  within  our  constitutional  framework.  Its  real 
strength — not  its  power — is  in  its  credibility,  professionalism,  objec- 
tivity, and  nonpartisanship. 

Lindsay  Warren,  who  was  a  member  of  this  committee  before  he 
was  appointed  Comptroller  General,  in  his  final  testimony  before 
the  Congress,  said  of  the  GAO,  'To  be  worth  its  salt,  it  must  con- 
tinue always  to  be  independent,  nonpartisan,  and  nonpolitical.  To 
be   effective,    it   must   always   have   your — the   Congress' — whole- 
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hearted  support  and  your  vigilant  safeguarding  of  its  functions  and 
powers."  In  the  Hght  of  my  tenure  as  Comptroller  General,  I 
couldn't  really  improve  upon  this  admonition. 

GAO  has  been  characterized  as  a  problem  solving  agencv,  a 
watchdog  of  the  Treasury,  and  a  critic  of  the  executive  brancn.  It 
cannot  carry  out  its  responsibilities  without  risk  of  controversy. 
President  Johnson  had  this  in  mind  when,  in  swearing  me  into  of- 
fice, he  said  he  was  going  to  say  a  few  nice  things  about  me  be- 
cause it  would  probably  be  the  last  time  anybody  would,  taking  on 
this  responsibility. 

The  Congress  must  have  this  in  mind  when  it  established  the 
safeguards  for  the  independence  of  the  office.  It  has  been  often  said 
that  if  we  did  not  have  a  GAO,  we  would  have  to  invent  one,  and 
I  certainly  would  support  that  conclusion. 

This  concludes  my  statement.  I  appreciate  you  allowing  me  to 
summarize  parts  of  it. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Thank  you  very  much.  Without  objection,  vour 
statement  and  the  statements  of  all  of  the  witnesses  today  will  be 
included  in  the  record. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Staats  follows:] 
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HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS 

OVERSIGHT  HEARINGS  ON  THE 

GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE 

OCTOBER  26,     1993 

ELMER  B.  STAATS 

Developments  in  the  Role  of  the 

General  Accounting  Office 
During  the  Period  1966  to  1981 

I  have  been  asked  to  outline  for  the  Committee  changes  which 
took  place  in  the  work  of  the  General  Accounting  Office  during  my 
tenure  as  Comptroller  General  from  1966  to  1981.  I  emphasize  at 
the  outset  that  my  comments  will  be  limited  to  this  period  inasmuch 
as  I  have  been  out  of  office  now  for  some  12  years. 

To  begin,  following  my  appointment  to  the  office  by  President 
Johnson,  I  undertook  to  examine  the  pertinent  statutes  and 
legislative  history  of  the  Office.  I  also  visited  with  many 
members  of  Congress  to  obtain  their  observations  with  respect  to 
the  contributions  made  by  GAO  and  to  obtain  their  suggestions  as  to 
how  I  might  strengthen  the  contribution  of  GAO.  As  the  Deputy 
Director  of  the  Budget  under  four  presidents,  I  had  presented 
testimony  before  many  congressional  committees  and  had  come  to  know 
the  key  congressional  leaders  quite  well .  I  wanted  to  obtain  their 
views  as  I  undertook  my  new  responsibilities. 

Responsibilities  of  the  Comptroller  General 

The  basic  statute  which  created  the  General  Accounting  Office, 
the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act  of  1921,  provides  in  Section  312(a), 
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among  other  things,  that  in  an  annual  report  or  "in  special  repor. 
at  any  time  when  Congress  is  in  session"  **  the  Comptroller  General 
"shall   make   recommendations   looking   to   greater   economy   or 
efficiency  in  public  expenditures." 

Section  312(b)  provided  that  the  Comptroller  General  "shall 
make  such  investigations  and  reports  as  shall  be  ordered  by  either 
House  of  Congress  or  by  any  committees  of  either  House  having 
jurisdiction  over  revenue,  appropriations,  or  expenditures." 
Further  that  "the  Comptroller  General  shall  also,  at  the  request  of 
any  such  committee,  direct  assistants  from  his  office  to  furnish 
the  committee  such  aid  and  information  as  it  may  request." 

The  framers  of  the  statute  desired  to  give  the  Comptroller 
General  maximum  independence  and  remove  the  office  from  politics. 
Provisions  for  appointment,  removal,  compensation,  and  retirement 
were  modeled  on  those  applicable  for  Federal  judges.  The  15-year, 
non-renewable  term  was  likewise  designed  to  remove  any  motive  or 
perception  that  the  person  holding  that  office  acted  in  a  way  to 
enhance  reappointment .  These  provisions  were  also  designed  to  give 
credibility  to  the  reports  of  the  office. 

Safeguards  on  the  independence  of  the  nation's  chief  auditor 
is  not  unique  to  the  United  States  government.  Most  State 
government  constitutions  and  statutes  have  similar  safeguards. 
Other  democratic  nations,  in  varying  ways,  attempt  to  safeguard  the 
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non-partisan,  independent  role  of  their  chief  auditor.  In  the 
British  Commonwealth  countries,  for  example,  the  auditor's 
oversight  committee  is  chaired  by  a  member  of  the  opposition  party. 
In  the  United  States  private  sector  audit  committees  are  made  up  of 
outside  directors  and  the  company  auditor  reports  to  this  committee 
as  well  as  the  chief  executive  officer. 

Shortly  after  taking  office,  I  had  occasion  to  visit  with 
President  Johnson  and,  because  of  his  long  experience  in  Congress, 
I  inquired  of  him  "What  do  you  perceive  to  be  the  principal 
responsibility  of  the  Comptroller  General?"  His  immediate  response 
was  this:  "When  Congress  passes  a  law  and  I  sign  it,  it  is  your 
job  to  tell  both  of  us  whether  that  law  has  been  carried  out  as  we 
both  intended." 

As  I  examined  the  legislative  history  of  the  1921  statute. 
President  Johnson's  definition  of  the  role  of  the  GAO  seemed  to 
conform  with  the  intent  of  the  authors  of  the  Act.  W.  F. 
Willoughby  of  Princeton  University,  an  advisor  to  President  Wilson, 
who  initiated  the  legislation  during  his  presidency,  defined  the 
role  of  the  General  Accounting  Office  to  "follow  after,  audit,  and 
inform  Congress  of  how  its  orders  have  been  executed;  and 
furthermore,  where  discretion  has  been  granted  .  .  .  the  fidelity  and 
efficiency  with. which  that  discretion  has  been  exercised." 

A  leading  proponent  of  the  legislation  in  the  House  of 
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Representatives,  Congressman  James  W.  Good  of  Iowa,  said  the 
legislation  was  necessary  "so  that  the  Congress  can  know  whether 
the  money  it  has  appropriated  has  been  expended  for  the  purposes 
for  which  it  was  appropriated." 

At  another  time.  President  Wilson,  in  describing  the  role  of 
the  GAO,  used  the  words  "wisely,  "  "economically,  "  and 
"efficiently."  President  Harding,  in  signing  the  legislation  in 
1921,  stated  that  the  enactment  was  "the  beginning  of  the  greatest 
reformation  in  governmental  practices  since  the  beginning  of  the 
Republic. " 

President  Wilson  vetoed  the  first  bill  passed  by  Congress 
which  gave  the  Congress  authority  to  remove  the  Comptroller  General 
by  concurrent  resolution.  His  view  was  that  this  would  compromise 
the  independence  of  the  office.  As  repassed,  this  provision  was 
revised  to  provide  for  removal  by  joint  resolution. 

It  was  all  too  obvious  to  me  in  the  light  of  the  above  that 
the  GAO  had  not  evolved  in  accordance  with  the  full  intent  of  the 
framers  of  the  statute  or  in  accordance  with  'the  current 
expectations  of  the  Congress.  GAO  was  almost  exclusively  concerned 
with  financial  audits.  Very  little  of  its  work  was  concerned  with 
the  economy,  efficiency,  and  effectiveness  of  the  carrying  out  of 
programs  by  the  executive  branch.  I  do  not  wish  to  downgrade  the 
importance  of  audits  of  financial  operations.   Financial  audits. 


177 


important  as  they  are,  are  made  the  primary  responsibility  of  the 
operating  agencies  in  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Procedures  Act  of 
1950.  GAO  has  an  oversight  role  and,  of  course,  the  authority  to 
make  such  audits  and  mandated  by  law  to  make  audits  in  specific 
cases  such  as  Federal  corporations. 

The  Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1946  provided  that  the 
"Comptroller  General  is  authorized  and  directed  to  make  expenditure 
analysis  of  each  agency  in  the  executive  branch  of  the  Government 
(including  Government  corporations)  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Comptroller  General,  will  enable  Congress  to  determine  whether 
public  funds  have  been  economically  and  efficiently  administered 
and  expended."  I  found  no  record  that  a  serious  effort  was  made  to 
carry  out  this  statutory  provision. 

In  1967,  Congress  debated  the  continuance  of  the  economic 
opportunity  programs  (the  so-called  anti -poverty  programs)  with 
considerable  disagreement  between  the  two  parties  and  between  the 
House  and  the  Senate.  The  matter  was  resolved  by  a  directive  to 
the  GAO  to  make  an  evaluation  of  the  effectiveness  of  these 
programs  and  report  its  results  within  18  months.  This  evaluation, 
undertaken  in  1967  and  concluded  in  1968,  was  the  first  major 
undertaking  of  this  type  for  GAO.  It  pointed  up  the  need  of  such 
work  and  the  kind  of  staff  we  needed  to  carry  out  such  a  mandate. 

The  Legislative  Reorganization  Act  of  1970,  in  a  provision 
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which  I  supported,  provided  that  the  Comptroller  General  "shall 
review  and  analyze  the  results  of  Government  programs  and 
activities  carried  on  under  existing  law,  including  the  making  of 
cost  benefit  studies,  when  ordered  by  either  House  of  Congress,  or 
upon  his  own  initiative,  or  when  requested  by  any  committee  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate,  or  any  joint  committee  of 
the  two  Houses,  having  jurisdiction  over  such  programs  and 
activities."  The  complete  Section  204(a)  and  (b)  is  attached  to  my 
testimony. 

This  mandate  was  amplified  in  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of 
1974.  In  Title  VII,  entitled  "Program  Review  and  Evaluation,"  it 
repeated  the  general  thrust  of  the  1970  legislation  but  went  a  step 
further  to  provide:  "The  Comptroller  General  shall  review  and 
evaluate  the  results  of  Government  programs  and  activities  carried 
on  under  existing  law  ..."  It  further  authorized  the  establishment 
of  the  Office  of  Program  Review  and  Evaluation.  The  complete 
statement  of  Title  VII  is  attached  to  my  testimony. 

I  have  reviewed  this  legislative  history  to  emphasize  that 
there  has  been  a  continuing  mandate  from  the  Congress  to  the  GAO  to 
go  beyond  the  traditional  audits  concerning  financial  impact  which 
had  been  largely  the  work  of  the  GAO  from  the  period  1921  to  1966. 
I  supported  the  1970  and  the  1974  legislation  because  I  felt  that 
it  was  consistent  with  the  original  intent  of  the  law  and  the 
continued  needs  of  members  and  committees  of  the  Congress  for 
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information,   analysis,   and   evaluation   relating   to   whether 
government  programs  were  achieving  desired  results. 

Assistance  to  the  Congress 

When  I  was  appointed,  I  found  that  the  GAO  had  no  written 
record  as  to  the  extent  of  its  work  resulting  from  direct  requests 
from  committees  or  members  of  Congress  but  research  indicated  that 
the  total  in  1966  was  approximately  8  percent  of  its  effort.  GAO 
at  that  time  did  not  have  an  adequate  liaison  with  the  Congress 
which  probably  accounted  for  the  absence  of  the  information  I 
requested.  I,  therefore,  established  an  Office  of  Congressional 
Relations  with  a  small  staff  assigned  as  liaison  with  each  of  the 
Congressional  committees  to  inform  them  of  the  status  of  GAO  work 
and  to  seek  their  counsel  as  to  areas  of  their  interest.  I  also 
initiated  weekly  meetings  with  my  senior  staff  to  review  the  status 
of  work  for  the  Congress.  These  weekly  meetings  which  extended  for 
approximately  two  hours  provided  a  detailed  rundown  of  this  work 
and  provided  guidance  as  to  the  timeliness  of  all  of  our  work  in 
relation  to  committee  schedules. 

At  the  end  of  my  term,  the  work  of  the  GAO,  in  response  to 
requests  from  members  and  committees  overall,  was  approximately  35 
percent  in  contrast  to  8  percent  in  1966.  But  that  does  not  tell 
the  whole  story.  Much  of  the  self -initiated  work  of  the  GAO  was  in 
response  to  the  improved  communication  between  GAO  and  the 
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committees  of  Congress  with  respect  to  their  legislative  and 
oversight  responsibilities.  We  not  only  examined  committee 
reports,  the  Congressional  Record,  but  also  sought  out  informally 
the  advice  from  members  and  committee  staffs  with  respect  to  our 
work  priorities.  This  undoubtedly  stimulated  requests  to  GAO  for 
assistance . 

In  our  self -initiated  work,  the  GAO  released  its  reports  to 
the  press  but  provided  to  relevant  committees  of  Congress  advance 
copies  for  their  information.  We  did  not  want  to  have  a  situation 
in  which  press  inquiries  were  being  made  of  members  of  Congress 
before  they  had  actually  seen  the  report.  In  other  instances,  the 
release  of  the  reports  were  timed  to  meet  committee  hearing 
schedules . 

In  all  of  our  work,  we  mandated  that  the  agencies'  agreement 
or  disagreement  with  our  conclusions  and  recommendations  be 
incorporated  in  the  report  in  the  interest  of  accuracy,  fairness, 
and  presenting  to  the  Congress  both  our  conclusions  and 
recommendations  as  well  as  the  extent  to  which  the  agency  agreed  or 
disagreed.  This  procedure  is  fundamental  to  assure  objectivity  and 
avoidance  of  allegations  of  partisanship  or  bias. 

Jurisdiction  of  the  GAO 

I  soon  became  aware  of  the  restrictions  on  the  GAO  in  carrying 
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out  its  audit  responsibilities.  For  example,  I  found  a  legal 
interpretation  on  the  part  of  the  Counsel  of  the  IRS  which  excluded 
the  GAO  from  audit  jurisdiction.  Similarly,  I  found  that  there  had 
been  no  GAO  audits  of  the  FBI,  the  Federal  Reserve  System,  the 
Exchange  Stabilization  Fund,  the  U.S.  participation  in  United 
Nations  organizations,  and  others,  such  as  the  International  Bank. 
Non-appropriated  funds,  for  example,  such  as  funds  expended  by  the 
military  in  commissaries,  were  also  excluded.  I  found  little  in 
the  legislative  history  of  these  programs  of  an  intent  to  exclude 
the  GAO.  It  was  therefore  necessary  to  seek  the  support  of  the 
Congress  in  each  case  to  define  the  extent  to  which  GAO  would  have 
jurisdiction.  In  this  respect,  I  was  gratified  by  the  support 
which  I  received  from  both  the  House  and  the  Senate.  When  I  left 
in  1981,  all  of  these  programs  with  minor  restrictions  were  subject 
to  GAO  audit. 

The  increase  in  the  size  of  the  GAO  staff  during  my  term  is 
directly  related  to  the  increased  audit  coverage  of  agencies  and 
programs  previously  excluded,  together  with  the  many  new  programs 
authorized  in  the  1960s  and  1970s,  such  as  the  Energy  Policy  and 
Conservation  Act. 

Another  early  question  was  the  extent  to  which  the  GAO  should 
have  an  investigative-  capability  .  with. -respect  to  criminal 
violations  involving  fraud,  waste,  and  abuse  in  the  executive 
branch.   The  existing  policy  was  that  the  GAO  would  not  pursue 
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alleged  criminal  violations  which  came  to  GAO's  attention  during 
its  audits.  I  supported  this  conclusion.  However,  I  did  obtain 
from  the  Director  of  the  FBI  assistance  in  our  training  program  to 
increase  the  awareness  of  our  staff  as  to  evidence  of  possible 
criminal  violations.  In  such  cases,  the  matter  was  referred  to  the 
FBI  for  its  further  investigation. 

Allegations  of  fraud  continued  to  be  a  matter  of  concern, 
however.  To  this  end,  I  organized  a  "Fraud  Hotline"  with  the 
support  particularly  of  Senator  Sasser.  This  toll-free  hotline  was 
given  wide  publicity  and  was  a  precursor  of  similar  hotlines 
established  elsewhere  in  the  Government.  This  hotline,  which 
continues,  has  been  a  productive  way  to  provide  the  average  citizen 
an  opportunity  to  anonymously  relay  evidence  with  respect  to  such 
violations.  The  GAO  role  was  to  screen  allegations,  advise  the 
caller  as  to  the  disposition  of  the  complaint,  and  refer  the  more 
substantive  complaints  to  the  FBI  or  agency  investigators  for  their 
follow-up. 

GAO  Staff  Resources 

A  major  challenge  in  broadening  the  scope  of  GAO  audits  was 
to  develop  staff  resources  to  carry  on  work  in  various  fields  of 
governmental  activity  ranging  from  agriculture,  public  health, 
defense,  foreign  aid,  energy,  and  so  on.  We  established  a  major 
training  program  and  we  expanded  the  recruiting  efforts  to  include 
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expertise  in  a  wide  range  of  disciplines  and  program  fields.  This 
was  not  easily  done,  particularly  due  to  the  perception  growing  out 
of  the  title  "General  Accounting  Office, "  which  was  perceived  to 
require  only  accounting  expertise.  This  was  a  misleading 
interpretation,  particularly  when  viewed  in  the  entire  legislative 
history  of  the  GAO  which  emphasized  accountabilitv  rather  than 
accounting  in  a  narrow  sense. 

Importantly,  I  concluded  that  an  important  role  for  the  GAO 
was  to  assist  the  agencies  in  strengthening  their  audit 
capabilities  and  to  broaden  the  scope  of  their  audits  beyond 
strictly  financial  audits.  For  example,  we  supported  the 
strengthening  of  the  Defense  Contract  Audit  Agency  in  the  Defense 
Department;  we  established  the  Intergovernmental  Forum  made  up  of 
the  principal  auditors  of  the  Federal  government  as  well  as  State 
and  local  governments;  and  we  encouraged  the  establishment  of  an 
interagency  auditing  training  program  which  was  administered  first 
by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  later  by  the  Department  of 
Commerce . 

The  GAO  has  a  unique  capability  of  reviewing  programs  which 
cross  agency  lines  but  which  are  interdependent  and  inter-related. 
This  is  a  function  which  cannot  be  carried  out  by  the  auditing  arms 
of  individual  agencies  b  ut  is  highly  important  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  Congress.  To  this  end,  I  reorganized  the  GAO  in  1972  to 
emphasize  program  or   issue  areas   rather  than  along  agency 
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jurisdiction  lines.    My  successor  has  continued  this  basic 
organizational  arrangement. 

In  closing,  I  would  emphasize  that  the  GAO  is  more  than  an 
additional  support  agency  for  the  Congress  as  it  is  sometimes 
referred  to.  GAO  is  the  independent  auditor  of  the  executive 
branch  and,  therefore,  must  have  access  to  records  and  must  be  free 
to  examine  any  programs  of  the  executive  branch  for  which  it  has 
jurisdiction  and  express  its  independent  judgment  without  regard  to 
the  immediate  needs  or  interest  of  the  Congress. 

GAO  operations  must  be  free  of  any  sustainable  charge  that  it 
is  politically  motivated,  either  as  to  matters  which  it  undertakes 
to  audit  but  also  in  a  manner  in  which  the  results  of  these  audits 
are  released  to  the  public.  In  other  words,  the  credibility, 
objectivity,  and  professionalism  are  the  real  strengths  of  the  GAO. 
It  has  no  directive  powers  and,  indeed,  could  not  have  within  our 
constitutional  framework.  Its  real  strength- -not  power- -is  in  its 
credibility,  professionalism,  objectivity,  and  non-partisanship. 

Lindsay  Warren,  a  member  of  this  Committee  before  he  was 
appointed  Comptroller  General,  in  his  final  testimony  before 
Congress,  said  of  the  GAO  "to  be  worth  its  salt,  it  must  continue 
always  to  be  independent,  non-partisan,  and.  non-political .  To  be 
effective,  it  must  always  have  your  (the  Congress)  wholehearted 
support  and  your  vigilant  safeguarding  of  its  functions  and 
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powers."  In  the  light  of  my  tenure  as  Comptroller  General,  I  could 
not  improve  upon  this  admonition. 

GAO  has  been  characterized  as  a  problem  solving  agency,  a 
watchdog  of  the  treasury,  and  critic  of  the  executive  branch.  It 
cannot  carry  out  its  responsibilities  without  risk  of  controversy. 
President  Johnson  had  this  in  mind  when  in  my  swearing-in  ceremony 
he  said  he  was  going  to  say  some  nice  things  about  me  because  it 
would  probably  be  the  last  time  anyone  would  do  so.  The  Congress 
must  also  have  had  this  in  mind  when  it  established  safeguards  for 
the  independence  of  the  office. 

It  has  been  often  said  that  if  we  did  not  have  a  GAO,  we  would 
have  to  invent  one.   I  believe  that  is  a  correct  conclusion. 

********** 
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ATTACHMENT  I 


LEGISLATIVE  REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1970 

(Public  Law  91-510,  approved  October  26,  1970, 
84  Stat.  1140) 

AN  ACT  To  Improve  the  operation  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the 
Federal  Government,  and  for  other  purposes. 

****** 

TITLE  I— FISCAL  CONTROLS 
****** 

ASSISTANCE  TO  CONGRESS  BY  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING 
OFFICE 

Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Comptroller  General  shall  review  and  analyze  the 
results  of  Government  programs  and  activities  carried  on  under  existing 
law,  including  the  making  of  cost  benefit  studies,  when  ordered  by 
either  House  of  Congress,  or  upon  his  own  initiative,  or  when  requested 
by  any  committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives  or  the  Senate,  or  any 
joint  committee  of  the  two  Houses,  having  jurisdiction  over  such  programs 
and  activities. 

(b)  The  Comptroller  General  shall  have  available  in  the  General  Ac- 
counting Office  employees  who  are  expert  in  analyzing  and  conducting 
cost  benefit  studies  of  Government  programs.   Upon  request  of  any 
committee  of  either  House  or  any  joint  committee  of  the  two  Houses,  the 
Comptroller  General  shall  assist  such  committee  or  joint  committee,  or 
the  staff  of  such  committee  or  joint  committee — 

(1)  in  analyzing  cost  benefit  studies  furnished  by  any  Federal 
agency  to  such  committee  or  joint  committee;  or 

(2)  in  conducting  cost  benefit  studies  of  programs  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  such  committee  or  joint  committee. 

****** 
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ATTACHMENT  II 
PUBLIC  LAW  93-344--JULY  12,  1974 
****** 

TITLE  VII — PROGRAM  REVIEW  AND  EVALUATION 
****** 

REVIEW  AND  EVALUATION  BY  THE  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL 

Sec.  702.  (a)  Section  204  of  the  Legislative  Reorganization 
Act  of  1970  (31  U.S.C.  1154)  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"REVIEW  AND  EVALUATION 

"Sec.  204.  (a)  The  Comptroller  General  shall  review  and  evaluate 
the  results  of  Government  programs  and  activities  carried  on  under 
existing  law  when  ordered  by  either  House  of  Congress,  or  upon  his 
own  initiative,  or  when  requested  by  any  committee  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  or  the  Senate,  or  any  joint  committee  of  the  two 
Houses,  having  jurisdiction  over  such  programs  and  activities. 

"(b)  The  Comptroller  General,  upon  request  of  any  committee  of 
either  House  or  any  joint  committee  of  the  two  Houses,  shall-- 

"(1)  assist  such  committee  or  joint  committee  in  developing 
a  statement  of  legislative  objectives  and  goals  and  methods  for 
assessing  and  reporting  actual  program  performance  in  relation 
to  such  legislative  objectives  and  goals.   Such  statements 
shall  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  recommendations  as  to 
methods  of  assessment,  information  to  be  reported,  responsi- 
bility for  reporting,  frequency  of  reports,  and  feasibility  of 
pilot  testing;  and 

"(2)  assist  such  committee  or  joint  committee  in  analyzing 
and  assessing  program  reviews  or  evaluation  studies  prepared 
by  and  for  any  Federal  agency. 

Upon  request  of  any  Member  of  either  House,  the  Comptroller 
General  shall  furnish  to  such  Member  a  copy  of  any  statement  or 
other  material  compiled  in  carrying  out  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2) 
which  has  been  released  by  the  committee  or  joint  committee  for 
which  it  was  compiled. 

"(c)  .The. Comptroller.. General -Shall  develop  and  recommend  to 
the  Congress  methods  of  review  and  evaluation  of  Government  pro- 
grams and  activities  carried  on  under  existing  law. 

"(d)  In  carrying  out  his  responsibilities  under  this  section, 
the  Comptroller  General  is  authorized  to  establish  an  Office  of 
Program  Review  and  Evaluation  within  the  General  Accounting 
Office.   The  Comptroller  General  is  authorized  to  employ  not  to 
exceed  ten  experts  on  a  permanent,  temporary,  or  intermittent 
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basis  and  to  obtain  services  as  authorized  by  section  3109  of 
title  5,  United  States  Code,  but  in  either  case  at  a  rate  (or 
the  daily  equivalent)  for  individuals  not  to  exceed  that  pre- 
scribed, from  time  to  time,  for  level  V  of  the  Executive 
Schedule  under  section  5316  of  title  5,  United  States  Code. 

"(e)  The  Comptroller  General  shall  include  in  his  annual 
report  to  the  Congress  a  review  of  his  activities  under  this 
section,  including  his  recommendations  of  methods  of  review 
and  evaluation  of  Government  programs  and  activities  under 
subsection  (c)  ." 

(b)  Item  204  in  the  table  of  contents  of  such  Act  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  204.  Review  and  evaluation." 


**'**** 
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Mr.  Co^fYERS.  President  Johnson  appointed  you  from  1966,  you 
served  15  years,  through  1981,  the  Vietnam  war  and  all  of  the  tur- 
bulence that  occurred  there.  I  was  thinking  that  you  went  from 
3,800  members,  personnel  in  GAO,  to  5,100.  Currently  it's  at  4,900 
now. 

The  controversy  seems  to  be  natural  around  an  audit  agency  in 
the  Federal  Government,  wouldn't  you  think? 

Mr.  Staats.  Mr.  Chairman,  I'd  like  to  answer  your  question  this 
way.  If  you  go  back  to  1966,  when  I  became  Comptroller  General, 
and  look  at  the  additional  responsibilities  of  the  GAG  mandated  by 
statute  over  that  period  of  time;  second,  the  expansion  of  the  scope 
of  our  work,  to  include  agencies  like  the  IRS,  for  example;  and  then 
to  add  the  new  programs  that  Congress  has  enacted  since  that 
time;  fourth,  look  at  the  growth  in  the  size  of  the  government  dur- 
ing that  period — I  think  Congress  has  made  a  mistake  in  reducing 
the  staff  of  the  GAO,  not  only  because  of  the  dollars  that  they  save, 
but  because  you  need  to  have  a  vigilant  organization  of  this  type 
that  is  independent  and  is  credible  to  serve  the  Congress  and  the 
President. 

Often  overlooked  is  the  fact  that  the  statute  says  that  the  GAO 
make  recommendations  to  Congress  and  the  President.  And  while 
I  was  in  the  GAO,  most  of  the  financial  savings  that  we  made  were 
made  by  the  executive  without  reference  to  Congress  at  all.  So  the 
GAO  serves  a  dual  role  in  that  respect. 

I  regret  to  see  that  the  Congress  is  cutting  back  the  staff  of  the 
GAO. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Well,  I'm  glad  to  hear  you  say  that.  We  argue  in 
Government  Operations  that  our  oversight  jurisdiction  should  be 
increased  even  in  a  time  of  downsizing  of  the  government,  because 
we're  getting  at  so  much  waste,  inefficiency,  fraud,  and  abuse.  It's 
our  position  that  this  is  the  investigative  oversight  arm  of  the  Con- 
gress, just  as  GAO  is  of  both  the  Congress  and  the  executive 
branch. 

Mr.  Staats.  I  think  it's  terribly  important  for  this  committee  and 
the  GAO  to  work  closely  together.  I  might  add,  Mr.  Chairman, 
when  I  was  Comptroller  General  I  suggested,  on  a  number  of  occa- 
sions, to  both  the  House  and  the  Senate  that  they  have  more  over- 
sight hearings  of  GAO.  Not  that  I  was  concerned  about  criticism 
that  might  result  from  that,  but  I  felt  that  there  was  this  mutual 
interest  that  you  refer  to,  and  that  this  committee  could  support 
a  lot  of  things  that  GAO  was  trying  to  accomplish. 

I  would  hope  the  annual  report — when  the  GAO  presents  an  an- 
nual report,  that  this  committee  would  hold  a  hearing  on  it.  That 
would  give  an  opportunity  to  air  out  any  concerns  or  any  criticisms, 
and  so  forth,  but  it  would  also  enable  the  Comptroller  General  to 
come  here  and  say  what  he's  trying  to  accomplish  and  find  ways 
that  this  committee  could  support  him. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Exactly  our  intention,  and  we're  delighted  that 
your  15  years  in  this  job  preceding  Mr.  Bowsher  really  is  a  contin- 
uum that,  I  think,  works  very  effectively.  We're  fortunate  to  have 
someone  like  yourself  around.  I  know  you're  still  active  on  a  couple 
councils  still,  and  you  still  have  your  hand  in  this  activity  in  your 
own  way. 
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We're  delighted  to  have  your  comments.  I  would  appreciate  you 
visiting  with  me  at  any  time  you  choose  if  there  are  matters  that 
you  want  to  personally  bring  to  my  attention.  I'd  be  delighted  to 
hear  from  you. 

Mr.  Staats.  Well,  I  found  my  15  years  in  GAO  very  satisfjdng, 
I  must  add,  because  I  felt  that  GAO  had  a  unique  role;  it  can  deal 
with  any  problem  of  the  government  that  it  has  jurisdiction  over; 
it's  a  problem  solving  operation.  And  while  economy  and  efficiency 
is  one  important  responsibility  that  it  has,  it  also  has  this  respon- 
sibility that  President  Johnson  referred  to.  Congress  passes  a  law, 
the  President  signs  it,  it's  the  job  of  the  GAO  to  tell  both  of  them 
whether  it's  being  carried  out  as  the  law  intended. 

I  might  add,  sometimes  it's  very  difficult  to  find  out  what  the  law 
intended,  but,  nevertheless,  that  is  the  general  admonition  which 
I  tried  to  follow. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Did  you  have  Members  of  Congress  that  beat  up 
on  you  like  some  Members  of  Congress  beat  up  on  General 
Bowsher? 

Mr.  Staats.  Oh,  I  think  there  were  some  rough  spots  along  the 
way,  but  if  we  had  an  open,  free  exchange  about  it,  they  recognized 
that  I  had  a  job  to  do.  We  tried  to  take  their  criticisms  into  ac- 
count. 

There  is  no  way  that  you  can  carry  out  the  role  of  the  GAO  with- 
out being  controversial.  There  is  no  question  about  it,  because  you 
wouldn't  be  doing  your  job  if  you  weren't  making  recommendations 
on  issues  which  in  some  cases  are  sensitive  to  one  party  or  another. 
It's  just  a  given  that  that's  going  to  happen. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Absolutely.  I've  thought  that  about  the  role  of  Con- 
gress, as  well. 

Mr.  Staats.  Very  true,  very  true. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  The  Chair  recognizes  Mr.  Chris  Shays. 

Mr.  Shays.  Hello  again.  It's  nice  to  have  you  here. 

I  am  someone  who  believes  strongly  in  the  role  of  the  GAO,  but 
like  inspectors  general,  I  sometimes  feel  that  the  GAO  finds  a  way 
to  make  sure  that  no  one  is  displeased,  and  write  their  reports  in 
a  way  that  everyone  can  say,  in  a  sense,  that  they're  siding  with 
me. 

I  noticed  your  statement,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  talking  about  how 
we'd  like  GAO  to  have  a  little  bit  more  bite,  we'd  like  that  with  the 
inspectors  general  as  well. 

What  I  wanted  to  ask  you  relates  to  the  question  of — since  your 
appointment  is  for  15  years,  that  is  somewhat  of  an  insulation  to 
you,  someone  in  that  position,  but  where  is  the  pressure  felt  from 
the  White  House  or  from  Congress?  Where  is  there  a  sense  of  po- 
tential intimidation  that  can  be  felt? 

Mr.  Staats.  I'm  sorry,  I  didn't  get  that  last  part. 

Mr.  Shays.  The  question  I'm  really  asking  is,  we  all  want  the 
GAO  to  be  independent,  and  we  want  it  to  function  so  that  what- 
ever they  do  it  is  free  from  political  pressure.  Where,  likely,  is  that 
political  pressure  to  come  from?  When  did  you  feel  political  pres- 
sure when  you  were  the  Comptroller?  I'm  not  saying  you  gave  into 
it,  but  where  was  it  likely  to  show  up? 
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Mr.  Staats.  Well,  it's  a  bit  difficult  to  answer  that  in  general 
terms.  We  had  cases  where  we  were  auditing  contractors  who  were 
unhappy,  and  they,  of  course,  had  friends  in  the  Congress. 

We  had  cases  where  the  agency  was  unhappy  about  what  we  had 
to  say  about  their  operations.  But,  the  main  point 

Mr.  Shays.  I  understand  people  are  unhappy.  The  question  is: 
What  is  the  area  where  we  need  to  be  protecting  the  GAO  from  in- 
timidation? What  is  likely  to  cause  someone  in  your  position  to  be 
a  little  more  reserved  in  how  you  will  write  your  report? 

To  be  as  candid  as  I  can.  I  felt  that  the  report  that  GAO  did  with 
regard  to  the  White  House  and  their  salaries  was  something  that 
made  me  feel  uneasy,  because  I  felt  that  they  felt  intimidated  by 
the  White  House. 

Mr.  Staats.  Well,  I  can't  really  speak  to  that  situation  because 
I  haven't  been  involved  in  it,  but  I  think  that  the — well,  let's  say 
two  things.  One,  it  is  important  to  be  sure  that  the  entity  being  au- 
dited has  an  opportunity  to  make  full  response  to  the  GAO's  find- 
ings. 

I  find  that  in  some  cases  Congress  does  not  want  that  done. 

Mr.  Shays.  So,  you  buy  the  argument  that  they  should  get  a  copy 
of  the  preliminary  draft? 

Mr.  Staats.  The  draft  audit  be  reviewed  by  the  entity  being  au- 
dited, and  have  those  comments  reflected  in  the  GAO  report.  Now, 
I  think  that  is  terribly  important  from  the  point  of  view  of  credibil- 
ity and  of  fairness. 

Mr.  Shays.  The  comments  should  be,  but  should  they  be  allowed 
to  change  the  GAO  report? 

Mr.  Staats.  The  Congress  can  always  enact  legislation. 

Mr.  Shays.  I'm  not  asking  my  question  clearly.  In  the  case  of  the 
White  House,  they  were  given  a  copy  of  the  report  before  it  was  fi- 
nalized. 

The  question  I'm  asking  you  is — and  thev  were  allowed  to  pro- 
vide documentation  after  the  fact.  You  don  t  know  about  the  par- 
ticulars of  the  case — what — it's  not  important,  that  case  in  particu- 
lar. What  is  important  to  me  is  to  know  what  kind  of  policy  GAO 
should  have,  or  the  inspector  general  should  have,  in  regard  to  a 
preliminary  draft. 

What  was  the  policy  GAO  should  have  or  the  inspector  general 
should  have  in  regard  to  a  preliminary  draft?  What  was  the  policy 
when  you  were  in  charge — for  the  preliminary  draft? 

Mr.  Staats.  Well,  the  policy  of  having  agency's  comments  on 
draft  reports  was  established  before  I  came  to  GAO — back  in  1956. 
Now,  I  found  in  many,  many  cases  the  Congress  did  not — Members 
of  Congress  did  not  like  me  to  do  that  because  they  thought  we 
were  watering  down  our  findings  or  we  were  somehow  changing 
something — less  than  the  full  story,  or  the  full  truth. 

As  long  as  those  comments  are  included  in  the  GAO  reports,  and 
GAO  has  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  those  comments,  then  I 
think  the  Congress  has  the  full  story. 

Mr.  Shays,  OK  And  I'm  ending  my  questions;  I'm  just  trying  to 
understand  this. 

If  you  give  a  preliminary  report  to  an  agency,  do  you  believe  that 
that  report  should  be  changed,  or  that  there  should  just  should  be 
accompanying  comments,  and  a  dialog  back  and  forth?  Or,  if  it  is 


192 

changed,  it  should  be  noted  it  was  changed  because  the  agency  re- 
sponded this  way? 

Mr.  Staats.  If  the  GAO  findings  are  incorrect  factually,  obvi- 
ously the  GAO  would  want  to  correct  that  before  they  sent  the  re- 
port to  Congress.  There  would  be  nothing  worse  than  to  have  GAO 
send  to  Congress  reports  that  were  factually  incorrect.  That  would 
be  one  kind  of  thing,  but  basic  conclusions,  I  would  say,  would  not 
be  changed. 

I  recall  a  study  we  did  during  the  Vietnam  period  on  defense 
profits.  There  was  a  lot  of  concern  about  defense  contractors  mak- 
ing excessive  profits.  We  had  a  lot  of  concern  from  Congress — let- 
ting the  Defense  Department  take  a  look  at  that  draft  report.  But 
after  having  seen  the  agency's  comments  on  it,  we  all  recognized 
that  there  were  some  things  about  it  that  were  not  accurate,  and 
that  the  conclusions  would  have  been  misleading  if  we  had  sent  the 
report  to  Congress. 

Mr.  Shays.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  CONYERS.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Shays. 

The  gentleman  from  Wisconsin,  Mr.  Barrett. 

Mr.  Barrett.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Good  morning,  Mr. 
Comptroller  General.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  hear  your  insight  and  his- 
tory of  this  fine  agency.  I  agree  with  you  very  strongly  that  credi- 
bility, objectivity,  and  professionalism  are  the  real  strengths  of  the 
GAO. 

I  am  curious;  during  your  term  of  heading  that  agency,  you  re- 
ferred a  little  bit  earlier  to  Members  of  Congress  who  aidn't  like 
some  of  the  work  you  did.  Was  there  a  common  thread,  or  were 
they  just  nay-sayers?  Was  it  more  one  party  than  the  other?  Did 
you  find  there  were  complaints  from  the  minority  party  at  that 
time,  that  they  weren't  getting  fair  treatment,  or  were  you  getting 
more  pressure  from  some  of  the  legislative  leaders  along  the  same 
lines  that  Mr.  Shays  was  referring  to? 

Mr.  Staats.  Well,  again,  this  is  a  rather  difficult  question  to  re- 
spond to,  but  I  found  that  if  we  were  completely  open  and  commu- 
nicative, that  we  didn't  really  have  much  problem  on  the  political 
side,  whether  we  were  dealing  with  the  Republican  side  or  the 
Democratic  side. 

There  is  one  surprise  that  I  did  have.  When  President  Carter 
came  into  office,  I  thought  the  number  of  requests  we  would  get 
from  the  Congress  would  go  way  down  because  it  was  a  Democratic 
controlled  Congress.  The  requests  continued  to  go  right  on  up, 
which  is  something — which  says  something  about  the  fundamental 
issue  of  separation  of  powers. 

There  is  always  going  to  be  concern  in  the  Congress  whether  or 
not  the  statutes  are  being  executed  in  the  way  they  intended.  I 
don't  think  I  had  much  problem  dealing  with  both  sides. 

Mr.  Barrett.  Now  that  you've  become  an  elder  statesman,  as 
you  look  at  the  agency  now,  do  you  see  the  attitude  toward  the 
agency  being  different  than  it  was  when  you  were  there? 

Mr.  Staats.  I  think  I  see  more  public  criticism  of  it.  I  would  like 
to  say  in  that  connection,  I  think  there  is  a  concern  about  the  ex- 
tent to  which  the  GAO  is  doing  work  for  the  Congress.  I  would  like 
to  see  that  reduced,  personally. 

Mr.  Barrett.  The  amount  of  work  that  GAO  does  for  Congress? 
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Mr.  Staats.  I  would  like  to  see  more  of  the  GAO  work  self-initi- 
ated, where  the  GAO  makes  its  findings  public  as  GAO,  rather 
than  through  a  committee  chairman  or  a  Member  of  Congress. 

GAO  has  this  dual  role  to  play.  I  know  it  is  supposed  to  assist 
Congress  and  so  on,  but  it  also  has  its  independent  auditor  role, 
and  that  means,  I  think,  that  the  GAO  ought  to  have  more  freedom 
to  do  work  which  is  not  in  response  to  a  specific  request  from  the 
Congress.  They  ought  to  be  able  to  go  in  like  an  independent  audi- 
tor in  a  public  corporation.  That  is  absolutely  vital  and  essential 
in  the  private  sector  world.  The  independent  auditor  looks  at  any- 
thing he  wants  to  look  at  and  makes  his  findings  public. 

I  would  like  to  see  a  better  balance  between  self-initiated  work. 
Congressional  requests,  I  believe,  now  is  around  85  percent  of 
GAO's  work. 

Mr.  Barrett.  Is  that  figure  different  from  what  it  was  when  you 
headed 

Mr.  Staats.  About  35  percent. 

We  had  in  some  of  our  divisions,  in  the  health  and  human  re- 
sources area,  it  got  up  as  high  as  80  percent  in  that  one  division. 

Mr.  Barrett.  Was  proactive  or  was  reactive? 

Mr.  Staats.  It  was  proactive. 

A  lot  of  the  work  that  comes  in  the  form  of  congressional  re- 
quests, in  my  period  there,  was  because  we  were  trying  to  do  a  bet- 
ter job  of  asking  Members  of  Congress  and  their  stair  as  to  what 
would  be  most  important  for  them. 

That  sometimes  resulted  in  getting  a  letter  back  saying,  "We 
think  it  is  a  g^eat  idea,  we'd  like  to  have  you  do  it."  That  becomes 
a  congressional  request.  Otherwise,  it  would  have  been  independ- 
ent, self-initiated  work. 

There  needs  to  be  this  kind  of  communication,  but  I  think  that 
on  a  case-by-case  basis,  it  would  be  good  for  the  GAO  to  have  more 
of  its  product  on  a  self-initiated  basis.  And  reported  by  GAO  rather 
than  being  released  by  a  Member  or  committee  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Barrett.  I'm  a  new  Member,  but  I  would  surmise  that  part 
of  the  reason  that  you  have  more  requests  coming  from  Congress 
is  because  of  the  high  credibility  of  your  agency.  People  believe  the 
work  that  you  do,  at  least  in  this  institution. 

To  what  do  you  attribute  the  lack  of  confidence  in  GAO  from  the 
public? 

Mr.  Staats.  Lack  of  confidence? 

Mr.  Barrett.  Yes.  Or  do  you  think  there  is  lack  of  confidence? 

Mr.  Staats.  I'm  not  aware  that  that 

Mr.  Barrett.  OK.  I  thought  that  you  had  said  that  you  felt  there 
was  less  confidence  in  the  institution. 

Mr.  Staats.  I  didn't  mean  to  say  that,  if  I  did. 

Mr.  Barrett.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Conyers.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Steven  Horn. 

Mr.  Horn.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I'm  delighted 
to  see  you  here,  Mr.  Comptroller  General.  You've  had  vast  experi- 
ence in  this  government  over  numerous  administrations,  as  the 
chairman  noted  when  he  introduced  you. 

One  of  the  things  that  has  concerned  me  for  at  least  30  years  is 
the  lack  of  an  early  warning  system,  in  the  broad  sense,  of  the  Fed- 
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eral  Grovernment's  public  administration.  I  think  back  to  the  second 
world  war  where,  as  vou  know,  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  had  three 
field  offices  around  tne  country,  and  there  was  a  way  for  those  re- 
gional directors  to  find  out  what  was  going  on  in  the  executive 
branch,  funnel  that  in  to  what  was,  in  those  days,  the  President's 
own  agency  that  worked  to  give  an  overview  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

Carrying  that  analogy  over  to  the  General  Accounting  Office,  I 
wonder  to  what  degree  you  felt,  when  you  were  Comptroller  Gen- 
eral, that  you  had  a  very  good  pulse  on  what  was  going  on  in  the 
executive  branch  around  the  country  in  terms  of  program  effective- 
ness, which  your  program  initiatives  were  obviously  looking  at — ef- 
ficiency and  effectiveness — use  of  the  Federal  dollars,  management 
structures  and  how  they  could  be  better  organized  to  achieve  the 
goals  that  that  quote  of  President  Johnson  really  notes. 

What  is  your  feeling  on  this,  as  GAO  being  an  eyes  and  ears  for 
both  the  Congress  and  the  President  in  any  systematic  way?  Is 
that  possible  or  is  it  simply  the  luck  of  the  individual  audit  that 
is  suggested  by  a  Member  or  suggested  in  GAO's  own  internal  re- 
view of  "what  should  we  do  next"? 

Mr.  Staats.  Well,  that  is  a  very  good  question.  I  had  set  up  a 
planning  process  at  GAO  where  we  would  do  our  work  around  is- 
sues, like  health  or  transportation.  We  would  garner  from  all  of  our 
people  the  things  that  they  felt  ought  to  be  considered  as  a  part 
of  our  work  program  over  a  period  of  the  next  6  months  to  1  year, 
in  some  cases  5  years. 

Our  field  offices  played  a  part  in  that.  We  had  15  regional  offices 
as  you  may  know,  at  that  time,  and  we  had  offices  overseas.  What 
we  tried  to  get  from  all  of  our  staff  from  the  bottom  up,  you  might 
say — their  thoughts  as  to  what  we  ought  to  consider  either  as  cur- 
rent issue,  or  either  as  an  emerging  issue. 

This  is  where  I  think  a  lot  of  the  increase  in  the  requests  fi'om 
Congress  came  from.  One  of  the  things  I  told  our  staff  is,  before 
we  meet  on  that,  I  want  you  to  go  down  to  the  Hill  and  talk  to  the 
people  concerned  and  see  what  their  thoughts  are.  Very  frequently 
this  resulted  in  a  congressional  request. 

It's  important  to  have  the  GAO  in  a  position  where  they  can 
sense  emerging  issues,  "early  warning"  is  a  good  word  for  it.  I'll 
cite  you  an  example.  We  were  concerned  as  to  whether  there  was 
enough  being  done  with  respect  to  community  planning  in  the  case 
of  a  nuclear  problem,  nuclear  outbreak?  Our  report  was  released 
just  3  days  after  the  Three  Mile  Island  incident. 

That  is  an  example  of  the  kind  of  thing  where  you  need  to  be 
looking  down  the  road  as  to  potential  problems  that  may  not  have 
come  up  in  any  other  way. 

Mr.  Horn.  Do  you  get  that  into  the  bloodstream  of  the  executive 
branch  where  they  can  do  something  about  it  or  an  informal  basis, 
or  do  you  simply  wait  until  a  formal  report  is  written  and  transmit- 
ted? 

Mr.  Staats.  Well,  it  is  a  continuous  process  of  discussion  with 
the  agency.  From  the  time  we — at  least  I'm  thinking  now  about  the 
time  I  was  there.  From  the  time  we  started  an  audit,  the  agency 
was  apprised  of  that,  and  they  knew  it,  they  knew  what  we  were 
trying  to  get  at.  They  were  kept  informed  all  the  way  along.  Our 
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report  didn't  come  as  a  surprise,  for  example,  in  any  sense  of  the 
word. 

We  did  a  lot  of  work,  for  example,  during  the  Vietnam  period  on 
the  problems  of  supply  lines  into  Vietnam,  but  we  worked  with  the 
Defense  Department  from  day  one  on  that.  They  knew  what  the 
problem  was;  we  knew  what  the  problem  was,  but  the  question  is: 
What  do  you  do  about  it? 

So,  when  we  made  our  report,  I  think  there  were  a  lot  of  im- 
provements that  came  from  it. 

Mr.  Horn.  Under  your  leadership  GAO  moved  into  the  program 
review  approach,  more  than  the  financial  audit  approach. 

Mr.  Staats.  Yes. 

Mr.  Horn.  One  of  the  problems  you  get  into  in  a  program  review 
approach  is  you  have  to  deal  with  values.  You  are  getting  away 
from  the  factual  matter  of  how  many  pennies  were  spent  or  not 
spent  appropriately  or  inappropriately. 

What  is  your  best  advice,  and  how  effective  do  you  feel  it  was, 
during  your  period,  as  to  setting  the  goals  of  the  agency  with  the 
management  of  that  agency  doing  it,  however  they  do  it — by  vast 
internal  consultation  or  whatever — and  deciding  what  is  it  we 
measure  to  know  if  that  agency  is  achieving  its  goals? 

Too  often  I've  found,  with  the  Department  of  Justice  internal 
evaluation  system,  they  are  measuring  things  they  can  count. 
Those  aren't,  maybe,  the  serious  things  that  they  ought  to  be  meas- 
uring. 

How  do  you  go  about  drawing  up  those  criteria  so  that  you  really 
can  see  ir  an  agency  really  is  accomplishing  what  Congress  ex- 
pected them  to  accomplish? 

Mr.  Staats.  Well,  you  are  touching  on  one  of  the  most  difficult 
problems  we  had.  I  mentioned  in  my  statement  the  review  we 
made  of  the  economic  opportunity  programs.  This  included,  for  ex- 
ample. Head  Start.  You  have  to  go  back,  basically,  to  the  statute 
that  created  the  program.  You  start  from  that.  To  the  extent  that 
the  statute  is  specific,  your  problem  is  much  easier.  If  the  statute 
is  not  specific,  or  it  may  be  vague  in  some  ways,  then  what  you 
have  to  do  is  go  to  the  appropriations  hearings,  and  you  go  to  the 
agency's  own  program  statements. 

Then  second  you  have  to  have  people  who  have  expertise  in  these 
fields,  either  on  your  own  staff  or  use  consultants.  I  used  consult- 
ants a  great  deal  when  I  was  there,  and  I  think  GAO  continues  to 
do  that.  It  is  not  easy,  but  it  is  something  that  has  to  be  done. 

The  old  saying  is  that  there  is  nothing  more  wasteful  than  doing 
something  well  that  shouldn't  be  done  at  all.  That  holds  for  some 
of  the  programs,  I  think,  that  we  had  to  deal  with. 

Mr.  Horn.  Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  You're  welcome.  The  gentlelady  from  California, 
Ms.  Lynn  Woolsey. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Staats.  We  don't  always  get  individuals  with  your  breadth  and 
depth  of  experience  and  knowledge  about  an  issue.  Thank  you  for 
sharing  with  us. 

I  want  to  ask  about  field  staff  and  field  offices.  I  would  like  to 
know  your  opinion  about  how  important  the  field  offices  are  in  the 
GAO,  their  effectiveness? 
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Mr.  Staats.  The  GAO  field  office;  is  that  what  you  are  referring 
to? 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Yes.  I  mean,  I  know  that  most  of  the  staff  is  here 
in  Washington,  but  there  is  staff  in  the  field.  When  you  were  there 
was  that  effective?  Did  we  need  them? 

Mr.  Staats.  I  think  the  GAO  regional  offices  played  an  essential 
role  in  the  work  of  the  agency.  To  have  people  on  the  ground  who 
get  to  know  these  programs  firsthand  and  who  get  to  know  the  peo- 
ple. It  helps  to  avoid  a  completely  adversarial  relationship. 

You  have  an  open  exchange  with  the  people  responsible  for  the 
programs  so  it's  important  to  have  people  on  the  ground  who  can 
read  the  local  newspaper  and  find  out  what  the  different  organiza- 
tions of  concern  to  those  programs  feel.  In  a  way  it's  very  difficult 
to  send  people  out  of  Washington  to  do  it. 

Second,  I  think  it's  important  for  those  people  to  be  involved  in 
the  process  of  deciding  what  is  most  important  for  GAO  to  do  so 
that  to  the  extent  to  which  they  can  develop  ideas,  and  that's  also 
very  useful. 

I  think  it's  an  invaluable  resource  and  I  would  hope  that  there 
wouldn't  be  anything  done  by  way  of  cutting  back  the  staff  to  the 
point  where  those  offices  would  be  endangered. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  Well,  I  suppose  my  question  is  coming  from  do 
you  think  we  have  enough  staff.  Are  we  supporting  it  well  enough? 
You've  been  gone  a  while  but  just  knowing  from  you  that  it's  im- 
portant has  been  helpful. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Let's  see.  The  gentleman  from  Texas,  Mr.  Green. 

Mr.  Green.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no  questions.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Green  follows:] 
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Opening  Statement 

Government  Operations 

GAO  Oversight  Hearing 

October  29,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for 
holding  this  hearing  on  the  General  Accounting 
Office.    During  my  short  time  here  in  Washington  I 
have  come  to  understand  the  power  of  government 
agencies  all  too  well.    Many  times,  as  a  freshman,  it 
is  hard  to  obtain  and  accurate  and  timely  response 
to  even  the  most  simple  question.    This  results  in 
frustration  on  the  part  of  my  constituents  and 
makes  the  job  of  representation  more  difficult. 


The  General  Accounting  Office  plays  an 
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incredible  role  in  the  determination  of  federal 
policy.    I  am  pleased  to  say  that  our  office  has  had 
a  good  relationship  with  the  GAO  and  during  the 
drafting  of  my  first  bill  the  GAO  provided  a  wealth 
of  information  which  made  the  job  a  great  deal 
easier.    I  realize  that  there  are  a  number  of 
detractors  of  the  GAO  who  claim  that  it  has  become 
a  partisan  organization.    From  my  experience  this 
accusation  is  unfounded  since  during  every  contact 
with  my  office,  the  GAO  has  provided  unbiased  and 
reliable  information  as  requested. 


Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  a  tendency  to  blame  the 
messenger  for  the  message  many  times.    Those  who 
do  not  like  what  they  are  hearing  must  realize  that 
they  may  well  be  wrong  and  accept  the  facts  as 
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presented. 

Again,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  calling  this 
hearing  and  I  look  forward  to  the  testimony  that 
will  be  presented  here  today.    Thank  you. 
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Mr.  CoNYERS.  Elmer  Staats,  we  are  delighted  you  have  been 
here.  Let's  stay  in  touch  and  it  sounds  like  you're  giving  us  and 
GAO  fairly  passing  grades  so  far. 

Mr.  Staats.  Well,  even  though  I've  been  out  of  GAO  for  12  years 

1  still  feel  very  much  a  part  of  GAO.  I  served,  as  you  prooably 
know,  altogether  42  years  in  government  and  I  still  feel  like  I'm 
a  part  of  government  today.  I'm  pleased  to  be  able  to  be  here  today, 
and  if  I  can  help  in  any  way  as  you  proceed,  please  let  me  know. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Thank  you  very  much.  We  have  the  ranking  mi- 
nority member  from  Budget  Committee,  John  Kasich  of  Ohio,  nere. 
We  are  delighted  to  recognize  him  for  about  5  minutes.  He  has 
been  on  a  very  tight  schedule.  We  will  accept  his  prepared  state- 
ment into  the  record. 

Good  to  see  you,  John. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOHN  R.  KASICH,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  OHIO 

Mr.  Kasich.  Thanks,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  really  is  my  pleasure  to 
be  here  on  behalf  of  the  GAO  and  I  want  to  tell  you  why. 

When  I  first  came  into  Congress  as  a  junior  Member,  you  know, 
you're  a  lowly  Republican  Member.  That's  kind  of  duplicative  in  a 
way,  lowly  Republican.  You  know,  people  don't  pay  a  lot  of  atten- 
tion to  you. 

And  I  had  a  lot  of  things  I  was  interested  in  when  I  first  came 
in  here  that  I  wanted  to  work  on.  I'll  give  you  just  a  couple  exam- 
ples. One  was  the  spare  parts  controversy  with  the  miliary. 

I  had  a  commander  in  my  district  that  showed  me  these  spare 
parts  and  I  brought  them  up  here  and  Bill  Nichols,  the  great, 
grand,  old  chairman  of  the  investigation  subcommittee  welcomed 
me  and  let  me  come  in  and  I  had  the  GAO  do  a  lot  of  work  and 
they  came  to  my  office  and  they  were  just  tremendous.  They  treat- 
ed me  like  they  would  treat  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  They  really  spent 
a  lot  of  time  looking  at  the  things  I  wanted  them  to  look  at. 

Mr.  Shays.  John,  I  think  you're  exaggerating  just  a  little  bit.  No- 
body treats  you  the  same  way  as  they  treat  him.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Kasich.  That's  probably  right.  But,  anyway,  and  then  I  got 
involved  in  a  thing  called  debt  collection,  which  is  still  around  now, 
and  the  guy  came  to  me.  He  says  I  think  there's  a  lot  of  money  out 
there  that  could  be  collected  and  I  had  the  GAO  take  a  look  at  it. 
In  fact,  some  of  the  folks  are  here  today. 

And  we  actually  came  up  with  an  amendment  to  produce  about 
$1  billion  for  Dan  Rostenkowski  in  a  tough  budget  time  which  in- 
volved expanding  the  IRS  check-off  and  taxpayer  forms  to  a  lot  of 
different  agencies,  and  the  GAO  had  done  that  work. 

In  the  Armed  Services  Committee — Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  you've 
had  great  interest  in  it  in  this  committee — we've  done  a  lot  of  good 
work  in  that  committee  buying  off  the  shelf,  inventory  control  sys- 
tems, the  gander  crash,  bad  acquisition  policy,  B-1  bomber,  the  B— 

2  bomber,  burden  sharing,  severance  pay,  residual  value,  things 
that  we  leave  in  Europe  and  what  we  get  reimbursed  for. 

The  GAO  has  been  just  tremendous  in  terms  of  digging  into 
these  things  and  helping  us  to  get  a  handle.  Somebody  said  to 
me — in  fact,  I  saw  Chuck  Bowsher  yesterday  and  he  said,  "Well, 
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Mr.  Leach  pointed  out  that  it's  also  important  for  the  party  out  of 
power  to  have  the  GAO  that  can  work  with  them." 

And  I  said,  "No,  no,  no.  It  doesn't  get  down  to  party  in  or  party 
out.  It  gets  down  to  Washington  estabHshment  versus  those  who 
want  to  change  the  Washington  establishment."  And  the  GAO  is 
the  one  that  just  digs  in  and  gives  you  the  kind  of  background  to 
figure  out  whether  you're  right  on  some  things.  I  mean  they  can 
do  studies  and  come  back  and  say  you're  not  completely  right. 

I'll  tell  you  on  the  B-2  and,  as  you  know,  Mr.  Dulums  and  I  were 
passionately  involved  in  trying  to  kill  the  B-2.  GAO  was  very  fair 
minded.  They  didn't  always  come  in  and  talk  about  the  problems 
that  we  saw.  They  were  fair  and  I  felt  as  though  they  let  the  chips 
fall  where  they  may. 

Then  when  it  comes  down  to  the  work  on  the  Budget  Committee, 
I  mean  these  folks  were  a  very  big  help  to  us  in  developing  our  al- 
ternative budgets.  They  are  working  with  us  every  day  now  to  deal 
with  things  like  overhead  spending  of  the  Federal  Government,  all 
kind  of  government  reform  ideas,  and  they  are  a  group  that  I  feel 
like  I  can  go  to  and  get  a  straight  answer. 

Now,  I  have  disagreed  with  them  sometimes.  Like  I  was  out  in 
the  Gulf  during  the  war  and  they  had  a  report  on  the  Apache.  I've 
talked  to  Chuck  Bowsher  about  it.  He  said,  "Well,  John,  here's 
where  we  were  and  here's  where  you  were."  And  sometimes  I  don't 
agree  with  them  but  I  have  never  felt  as  though  they  haven't  been 
honest,  forthright. 

I  think  it  is  important.  I  think  the  thing  about  this  hearing  that 
is  so  good  is  that  a  couple  things.  Our  Republican  colleagues  were 
getting  very  upset  about  the  fact  that  they  felt  GAO  was  being 
used  in  a  political  way  to  help  chairmen  or  whatever. 

You  might  remember  there  were  amendments  on  the  floor  to  cut 
the  funding.  I  spoke  against  the  amendments  but  I  think  it  was  im- 
portant the  issue  was  raised  and  I  think  it's  critical  you're  having 
these  hearings  here  today  because  it  forces  this  entire  structure  of 
GAO  to  go  back  and  take  a  look. 

How  do  you  treat  the  ranking  member?  How  do  you  treat  chair- 
men? Are  you  honoring  the  ranning  member's  request  as  highly  as 
you  are  the  Member?  If  GAO  were  to  become  a  political  organiza- 
tion or  an  organization  with  an  agenda,  they  would  destroy  them- 
selves. It  wouldn't  be  up  to  Republicans  to  destroy  them.  They 
would  destroy  themselves  because  over  time  they  would  be  seen  as 
nothing  more  than  an  organization  with  an  agenda  that  had  some 
kind  of  a,  I  guess,  political  goal  and,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  isn't  going 
to  serve  anybody.  It  isn't  going  to  serve  Republicans  or  Democrats. 

So  you  having  these  hearings  are  important  because  it  gives  the 
GAO  a  wake-up  call,  althougn  I  think  Chuck  Bowsher  is  pretty 
well  on  top  of  that  organization.  I  think  he's  very  well  on  top  of 
that  organization.  I  think  this  is  a  good  wake-up  call  and  we've  got 
to  make  sure  that  there  is  bipartisan  cooperation  with  the  GAO. 

Now,  sometimes  you  are  going  to  get  a  chairman  and  a  ranking 
member  who  don't  get  along.  That  is  going  to  happen.  That's  life. 
But,  overall,  I  think  they  can  work  through  that  and  I  think  they 
are  sensitive  to  their  reports. 

Mr.  Shays  raised  a  very  interesting  question  about  how  they  do 
their  internal  practices  and  I  don't  have  the  magic  answer  as  to — 
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I  don't  have  the  answer  as  to  how  they  should  do  that.  I  don't  like 
agencies  or  the  White  House  or  anybody  else  trying  to  change  these 
reports  without  at  least  us  knowing  about  them,  and  I'm  not  con- 
vinced they  ought  to  change  them  at  all.  Again,  let  the  chips  fall 
where  they  may. 

But  this  is  a  great  organization  that  gives  us  as  the  Congress  the 
ability  to  get  these  unvarnished  reports  that  allows  us  to  do  our  job 
more  effectively,  particularly  if  we  are  reformers. 

And  I've  got  to  believe  they  were  critically  involved  with  you,  Mr. 
Shays,  when  you  were  doing  the  whole  HUD  investigation. 

And  you've  got  to  have  a  sense  that  you  can  go  to  somebody  who 
is  going  to  come  in  there  like  an  umpire.  And,  you  know,  those  um- 
pires in  this  World  Series,  they  didn't  always  call  them  right.  You 
know,  they  called  some  of  these  pitches  outside  more  for  the  Phil- 
lies than  Toronto,  but  they  called  a  lot  of  these  pitches  outside 
strikes  that  were  balls,  and  it's  going  to  happen  with  the  GAO. 

But  overall,  as  long  as  they  remain  fair  umpires  I  am  going  to 
be  a  strong  supporter  of  them  and  I  think  it's  great  and  I  want  to 
compliment  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  having  the  oversight  hearing 
because  nothing  but  good  can  come  from  this. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Kasich  follows:] 
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Statement  by  Rep.  John  R.  Kasich 

before  the  Committee  on  Goremment  Operations 

October  28, 1993 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  here  today  on  an  issue  of  importance  to  the 
Congress  and  the  American  taxpayer,  to  review  an  institution  which  is 
critical  in  meeting  the  information  needs  of  Congress:  the  General 
Accoimting  Office.   GAO  is  Congress's  watchdog,  and  I  am  here  because 
I  want  to  make  sure  that  oiu-  watchdog  continues  to  have  sharp  teeth. 

As  ranking  member  of  the  Budget  Committee  and  the  Subcommittee  on 
Readiness,  I  have  used  GAO's  services  extensively  for  many  years  and  will 
continue  to  do  so.   Congress  can  only  do  its  job  if  it  has  the  information  It 
needs,  and  GAO  exists  to  assist  us  on  the  critical  issues  we  face.   I  must 
ask  the  Chairman  and  the  other  members  of  the  Committee,  if  GAO  were 
not  there,  to  whom  would  we  turn  for  independent  analysis? 

Let  me  talk  for  a  minute  from  the  perspective  of  the  Readiness 
Subcommittee  of  the  Armed  Services  Committee.   Right  now,  GAO  is 
working  on  at  least  a  dozen  assignments  from  our  subcommittee.   In  the 
last  two  years,  the  agency  completed  more  than  50  other  assignments  for 
us.   Their  reports  provided  us  with  the  information  we  needed  to  deal 
with  nearly  every  important  aspect  of  the  military's  operations  and 
maintenance  budgets,  including  inventory  problems,  the  stock  funds, 
maintenance  depots,  and  training,  to  mention  only  a  few. 

The  data  that  the  GAO  provides  have  allowed  the  Congress  to  save 
taxpayer  money  without  reducing  the  effectiveness  of  our  defense  forces. 
For  example: 

*  GAO's  reports  on  the  B-2  bomber  helped  us  to  decide  to  cut  more  than 
$6  billion  in  unnecessary  funding  in  the  last  two  years. 
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*  GAO's  work  on  the  Defense  Business  Operating  Fund  highlighted  a 
number  of  serious  management  problems,  and  identified  excess  cash  in  the 
fund  and  potential  O&M  budget  reduction  which  the  Congress  acted  upon 
to  save  more  than  $1  billion  hi  fiscal  1993. 

I'd  also  like  to  praise  GAO's  work  in  a  non-defense  area  where  I  believe 
the  government  has  done  a  generally  poor  job  of  financial  management, 
and  that  is  debt  collection.   GAO  worked  closely  with  me  on  this  issue  at 
a  time  when  I  was  a  junior  member  of  Congress,  and  I  am  pleased  to  say 
they  treated  me  as  fairly  as  if  I  were  a  conunittee  chairman.     GAO's 
reports  identified  many  areas  where  the  government  could  do  a  much 
better  job,  including  collections  related  to  many  of  the  federally 
guaranteed  loan  programs. 

GAO  has  come  under  some  criticism  recently.   Now,  much  of  its  work 
identifying  fraud,  waste  and  abuse,  duplicative  funding,  imrealistic 
requirements,  management  problems,  and  accounting  problems,  is  clearly 
noncontroversial.   But  when  GAO  is  asked  to  look  at  policy  issues  and 
ventures  beyond  the  information  gathering  role,  some  members  get 
nervous.   We  often  ask  GAO  to  make  recommendations;  but  when  we  do 
someone  is  always  going  to  disagree  with  their  solution  and  then  may 
question  the  GAO's  role  as  an  objective  source. 

Given  my  extensive  experience  in  working  with  GAO,  it  is  hardly 
surprising  that  I  have  had  occasional  disagreements  with  tliat  agency.   For 
instance,  during  Desert  Shield/Desert  Storm,  GAO  was  very  critical  of  the 
readiness  rates  of  the  Apache  helicopter.   Based  on  ray  discussions  with 
the  Army,  I  simply  disagreed  with  the  GAO's  judgment  on  the  matter. 
There  is  no  such  thing  as  an  infallible  expert;  it  is  up  to  us  as  members  to 
seek  out  information,  and  if  it  contradicts  the  analysis  of  GAO,  we  simply 
have  to  use  our  best  judgment.   But  that  does  not  invalidate  the  usefulness 
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of  GAO  as  an  analytical  resource. 

Another  concern  is  that  GAO  may  not  provide  equal  support  to  the 
minority.  I  must  say  that  this  has  not  been  a  problem  on  the  Readiness 
Subcommittee,  where  ererythins  the  GAO  does  has  been  made  available 
to  me  on  an  equal  basis.  My  Budget  Committee  staff  also  report  that 
GAO  has  been  very  cooperative  with  their  requests.  In  fact,  because  of 
their  limited  mources,  my  staff  is  depending  on  GAO  for  data  and 
analysis  in  formulating  alternative  budgets.  But  other  members  of  the 
minority  have  encountered  problems.  If  a  committee  chairman  asks  for 
GAO's  help  in  evaluating  a  program  and  then  refuses  to  share  the  results 
of  GAO's  work  with  the  ranking  minority  member,  then  we  have  a 
serious  problem.  But  it  is  not  necessarily  a  problem  under  GAO's 
control.   The  m^ority  party  could  help  in  this  regard,  and  I  hope,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  the  need  for  better  bipartisan  cooperation  will  be  a 
finding  of  this  hearing.  ^ 

What  the  GAO  can  and  should  do,  and  the  Comptroller  General  has  told 
me  personally  that  this  is  GAO's  policy,  is  to  make  sure  that  work 
requested  by  ranking  minority  members  gets  the  same  priority  as  that 
requested  by  committee  chairmen.   If  this  policy  becomes  clear,  then 
many  in  my  party  will  become  more  aggressive  in  using  GAO  as  an 
anal3rtical  tool.  I  would  also  suggest  that  GAO  use  the  full  range  of 
internal  procedures  to  ensure  objectivity,  rather  than  fall  into  the  aD-too- 
human  trap  of  writing  for  its  audience. 

I  would  like  to  conclude  by  saying  that  I  support  GAO.  It  is  the  only 
audit  agency  responsible  solely  to  the  legislative  branch.   We  need  them  to 
help  us  keep  track  of  more  than  $1.5  trillion  in  federal  spending.   It  is  a 
tool  that  I  would  encourage  my  colleagues  of  both  parties  to  use. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.  CoNYERS.  Well,  we  are  delighted  that  you  could  join  us.  Your 
schedule  has  been  pretty  busy,  and  we  appreciate  the  candor  with 
which  you  relate  your  experiences  with  GAO.  It's  going  to  get  bet- 
ter and  it  can  be  improved.  Everything  can  be  improved. 

I  think  the  members  of  GAO  that  are  going  to  testify  after  you 
are  going  to  help  us  because  they  are  midlevel  people  who  give  an- 
other view  on  how  they  get  their  job  done  and  some  of  the  pres- 
sures that  attend  them. 

Chris  Shays. 

Mr.  Shays.  Just  a  comment,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  you  obviously 
liked  his  testimony  because  you  gave  him  a  very  generous  5  min- 
utes. Nice  to  have  you  here,  John,  and  it's  really  terrific  all  the 
good  work  you  do  in  this  place. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Mr.  Green. 

Mr.  Green.  I  have  no  questions. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Steve  Horn. 

Mr.  Horn.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  always  fascinated  by 
your  testimony,  John.  It's  vigorous,  it's  effective.  There  is  one  area 
with  which  I  want  to  disagree  with  you. 

I  have  been  a  State  official  for  18  years  and  if  we  could  not  have 
a  chance  to  review  the  reports  of  controllers,  auditor  generals  of 
the  legislature,  internal  auditors  of  an  education  system,  all  the 
rest,  those  reports  would  be  very  rapidly  repudiated  for  a  lack  of 
credibility. 

I  think  it's  essential  that  the  agency  doing  an  audit  give  a  draft 
to  those  involved,  give  them  30  days  to  respond  as  we  had  in  Cali- 
fornia, and  then  it's  up  to  them  whether  they  want  to  take  the  com- 
ments or  don't  want  to  take  the  comments  and,  preferably,  to  pub- 
lish in  an  appendix  what  the  disagreements  were  so  the  reviewing 
authority,  the  legislative  body,  can  see  clearly  what  the  differences 
were. 

Auditors  are  not  God.  Occasionally,  some  of  them  are  on  ego  trips 
or  seeking  future  political  office  at  the  State  level,  or  whatever,  and 
I  just  think  you  need  that  biplay  and  you  need  it  on  the  record. 
What  did  the  agency  say — or,  rather,  what  did  the  reviewing  agen- 
cy say  and  then  what  did  the  executive  agency  say. 

Mr.  Shays.  Would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Horn.  Yes. 

Mr.  Shays.  I  agree  with  that  as  well.  I'm  not  sure  you're  dis- 
agreeing. The  question  is  though,  is  it  a  practice  that  is  followed 
in  every  instance?  The  GAO  has  said  that  50  percent  of  the  time 
they  do  it  and  sometimes  they  don't.  I  know  the  inspector  general 
has  a  policy  of  so  many  days,  and  we're  going  to  be  hearing  from 
other  people  who  are  going  to  testify  afterwards. 

Mr.  Kasich.  I  would  say  that  I  could  not  argue  with  that,  Mr. 
Horn,  and  I  think  you  don't  want  to  have  some— you're  right.  It's 
a  human  process  so  if  you  get  somebody  to  come  out  there  and  say 
your  institution  of  higher  education,  you  know,  had  overhead  that 
was  not  accurately  reported  as  right  and,  as  I  say,  probably  you  got 
to  have  it  reported  on  the  record. 

But  if  I  get  the  sense  that  the  GAO  is  going  to  go  meet  with  a 
defense  contractor  and  the  defense  contractor  is  going  to  talk  them 
out  of  coming  up  with  a  hard-edged  report  that  tells  the  truth,  then 
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you  know  what?  I  want  to  junk  the  GAO.  They're  worthless  to  me 
and  they're  worthless  to  the  institution. 

But  I  think  there  is  a  way  that  we  can  all  work  this  out.  Mr. 
Shays  raised  the  issue  about  this  White  House  report  that  I'm  not 
familiar  with  but,  boy,  if  they  are  going  to  pull  their  punches  on 
some  of  these  things  that  we  have  a  right  to  know,  that's  going  to 
really  hurt  them. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Thank  you  very  much.  Ms.  Woolsey. 

Ms.  Woolsey.  I  have  nothing. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  John,  we  appreciate  it,  again.  You  are  getting  to 
be  a  regular  over  here. 

Mr.  Kasich.  I'm  going  to  come  and  be  on  this  committee  ex- 
oflficio  someday,  I  hope,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  You  are  always  welcome.  We  are  going  to  take  the 
two  remaining  panels  together  please  so  if  we  will  all  come  for- 
ward. Our  time  has  gotten  away  more  rapidly  than  we  wanted. 

We  are  going  to  start  with  Ms.  McKinney,  who  is  chairman  of  the 
Mid-Level  Employee  Council  of  GAO.  Ruth  Glandorf  is  with  her. 
Then  we  will  go  to  the  chairman  of  the  Career-Level  Council  of 
GAO,  Ms.  Kelly  Wolslayer,  accompanied  by  Craig  Hall,  and  then 
we  would  ask  the  Director  of  Fiscal  Resources  of  the  Interior,  Mr, 
Robert  Lamb,  and  his  companion,  Mr.  Kendig  to  join  us,  and  then 
we  will  have  Mr.  John  Riggs  of  the  Department  of  Eners^. 

All  your  statements  will  be  entered  into  the  record.  We  are  de- 
lighted to  have  you  all  and  good  morning  to  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  DEBRA  L.  MCKINNEY,  CHAIRMAN,  MID-LEVEL 
EMPLOYEES  COUNCIL,  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE,  AC- 
COMPANIED BY  RUTH  GLANDORF,  DENVER  REGIONAL  OF- 
FICE 

Ms.  McKinney.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the 
committee.  I  am  Debra  McKinney  with  GAO's  Program  Evaluation 
and  Methodology  Division.  I  serve  as  chair  of  GAO's  Mid-Level  Em- 
ployees Council  and  with  me  is  Ruth  Glandorf  from  our  Denver  re- 
gional office. 

We  would  like  to  thank  the  committee  for  this,  what  we  consider 
to  be  a  unique  opportunity  to  come  before  you  today  to  discuss 
some  of  the  views  of  GAO's  midlevel  staff. 

Mr.  CoNYERS.  Now  don't  pull  any  punches. 

Ms.  McKinney.  We're  going  to  tell  it  like  it  is.  The  council  rep- 
resents a  diverse  group  of  almost  2,100  band  II  GS-13  and  GS-14 
employees.  About  85  percent  are  band  II  senior  evaluators  located 
in  both  our  field  offices  and  headquarters. 

Certainly,  not  all  of  our  midlevel  employees  agree  on  all  issues 
but  we  are  doing  our  best  today  to  represent  the  views  of  most  of 
our  people. 

Overall,  we  are  proud  of  what  GAO  accomplishes  and  we  have 
confidence  in  the  integrity  of  our  product.  The  professionalism  of 
our  colleagues,  the  interesting  and  challenging  work  and  the  con- 
tributions that  we  make  are  the  primary  motivators  that  keep  us 
striving  for  excellence  in  our  work. 

But  today  we  are  going  to  bring  before  you  three  major  concerns: 
communication  and  trust  within  our  organization;  our  work  envi- 
ronment; and  the  rewards,  recognition,  and  compensation  systems. 
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Communication  and  trust  are  concerns  that  permeate  the  work- 
ing environment  of  all  GAO  staff.  Unfortunately,  many  staff  believe 
that  trust,  the  essential  ingredient  to  effective  communication,  is 
lacking.  More  than  1,400  band  II  evaluators  responded  to  a  1993 
employee  attitude  survey  and  only  24  percent  said  that  they  trust 
upper  level  management  to  be  fair  and  honest. 

In  some  cases,  management's  handling  of  GAO-wide  changes  has 
undermined  that  trust.  During  the  mid-1980's  GAO  management 
pushed  forward  a  pay  for  performance  system  even  though  the 
midlevel  and  other  councils  expressed  grave  misgivings  about  the 
proposed  system. 

A  more  recent  example  was  the  year-long  uncertainty  concerning 
the  merger  of  two  headquarters  divisions.  Staff  believe  manage- 
ment should  have  done  more  to  refute  the  unending  stream  of  ru- 
mors, among  them  that  people  would  lose  their  jobs,  and  bring  the 
merger  to  a  close  more  quickly. 

Currently,  GAO's  conducting 

Mr.  CONYERS.  You  know,  we  have  that  problem  in  Detroit.  The 
rumors  are  going  around  GAO  is  going  to  be  closed  in  Detroit  and, 
you  know,  they  keep  coming  up.  To  this  moment  I  have  no  idea. 
The  Comptroller  General  has  said  nothing  to  me  about  it,  the  Di- 
rector of  GAO  in  Detroit  has  said  nothing  about  it,  but  I'm  sure 
every  employee  there  is  spinning  around  trying  to  figure  out  what's 
going  to  happen.  We  know  there  are  probably  going  to  be  some  clo- 
sures. 

Ms.  McKiNNEY.  Yes,  sir,  and  that  was  my  next  example.  The 
Comptroller  General  mentioned  here  that  we  are  having  a  study  of 
the  regional  structure  and  he  mentioned  at  these  hearings  Tuesday 
that  there  would  be  some  closures  and  I  guarantee  you  since  then 
our  phones  have  been  ringing  off  the  hook  with  people  trying  to 
find  out  whether  or  not  they  would  be  affected.  And  we  certainly 
hope  that  management  will  go  ahead  and  make  these  announce- 
ments quickly  so  they  can  alleviate  some  of  the  anxiety  of  our  staff. 

But  to  their  credit,  management  has  recognized  that  the  lack  of 
communication  and  trust  is  a  serious  problem  in  our  organization 
and  they  have  made  it  a  priority  issue  in  GAO's  quality  improve- 
ment plan. 

Now,  GAO,  like  other  Federal  agencies,  is,  unfortunately,  facing 
fiscal  austerity.  We  have  made  adjustments  in  our  operations  to  ac- 
commodate this  system  and,  unfortunately,  we  do  have  no  control 
over  that.  But  as  we  continue  to  do  our  work  with  fewer  resources 
we  can  change  some  of  the  internal  environment  to  improve  the 
agency's  efficiency. 

A  prime  candidate  for  such  a  change  is  the  cumbersome  process 
of  review  and  rework  of  GAO  products.  The  process  is 
timeconsuming,  frustrating,  and  discouraging.  It  causes  delays  and 
takes  away  valuable  time  we  could  use  to  work  on  other  jobs  and 
while  we  all  agree  that  a  quality  assurance  process  is  necessary, 
we  believe  it  can  be  stream.lined. 

The  issue  of  rework  also  impacts  on  the  level  of  trust  within  the 
organization.  Excessive  levels  of  review  interfere  with  two-way 
communication  and,  consequently,  the  level  of  trust  suffers.  Hope- 
fully, these  two  issues  will  improve  as  GAO  continues  to  implement 
a  total  quality  management  system. 
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Surveys  of  midlevel  employees  identified  the  rewards,  recogni- 
tion, and  compensation  system  as  a  major  concern.  In  1988  GAO 
introduced  pav  for  performance,  in  part,  to  reward  high-performing 
staff.  And,  indeed,  the  data  do  show  that  staff  are  somewhat  better 
off  financially  under  this  system. 

But  the  issue  is  not  really  one  of  money  but  of  recognition.  There 
has  been  a  loss  of  personal  and  professional  esteem  which  has 
made  losers  out  of  winners  and  this  esteem  is  essential  to  our  staff. 

The  most  recent  employee  attitude  survey  showed  that  only  3 
percent  of  band  II  evaluators  were  strongly  encouraged  by  bonuses 
and  merit  pay  to  work  hard,  while  67  percent  responded  they  were 
strongly  driven  by  personal  pride. 

Problems  with  the  pay  for  performance  system  were  recently  ad- 
dressed by  a  TQM  initiative  and  these  recent  efforts  to  modify  the 
system  indicate  how  some  improvements  are  being  made  in  com- 
munications within  the  agency. 

As  I  said  earlier,  midlevel  staff  are  generally  satisfied  working 
at  GAO  and  our  goal  is  to  work  with  management  to  ensure  that 
we  continue  to  provide  objective,  quality,  and  timely  assistance  to 
you,  the  Congress. 

This  concludes  my  prepared  statement  but  Ruth  and  I  will  be 
happy  to  answer  any  of  your  questions  after  the  CLC's  statement. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  McKinney  follows:] 
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INTRODUCTION 


Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
Committee.   My  Name  is  Debra  McKinney.   I  am 
a  senior  evaluator  with  GAO's  Program 
Evaluation  and  Methodology  Division.   I  am 
also  the  Chair  of  GAO's  Mid-Level  Employees 
Council.   With  me  is  Ruth  Glandorf,  senior 
evaluator  and  Council  representative  from 
GAO's  Denver  Regional  Office.   We  would  like 
to  thank  the  Committee  for  this  unique 
opportunity  to  discuss  the  views  of  GAO  mid- 
level  staff  on  matters  of  concern  to  our 
constituents. 


The  Mid-Level  Employees  Council  was 
established  as  a  means  for  mid-level 
employees  to  provide  GAO  management  with 
input  on  management  and  policy  decisions. 
The  Council  consists  of  30  elected  mid-level 
staff  who  represent  a  diverse  group  of  almost 
2,100  Band  II,  GS-13,  and  GS-14  employees. 
Most  of  these  employees  (about  85  percent) 
are  Band  II  senior  evaluators  located  in 
GAO's  16  field  offices  and  6  headquarters 
divisions,  with  about  44  percent  located  in 
the  field.   Some  evaluators  are  members  of  an 
assignment  team,  some  supervise  a  team,  and 
some  manage  multiple  teams.  Other  mid-level 
employees  include  investigators,  economists, 
attorneys,  information  specialists,  human 
resource  specialists,  and  training 
instructors. 

In  preparing  for  our  testimony  today,  we 
considered  the  results  of  GAO-wide  employee 
attitude  surveys,  discussions  with 
constituents,  and  input  from  Council 
representatives,  including  our  own 
questionnaire.   Although  we  recognize  that 
not  all  mid-level  employees  agree  on  all 
issues,  we  believe  our  comments  represent  the 
views  of  most  GAO  mid-level  employees. 


212 


Overall,  mid-level  staff  are  proud  of  what 
GAO  accomplishes  and  we  have  confidence  in 
the  integrity  of  GAO's  products.   The 
professionalism  of  our  GAO  colleagues,  the 
interesting  and  challenging  work,  and  the 
contributions  that  we  make  are  primary 
factors  that  motivate  most  mid-level  staff  to 
continually  strive  for  excellence  in  their 
work.   However,  we  bring  three  major  concerns 
before  the  Committee  today:  (1)  communication 
and  trust  within  GAO,  (2)  our  work 
environment,  and  (3)  the  rewards, 
recognition,  and  compensation  systems. 


COMMUNICATION  AND  TRUST 


Communication  and  trust  concerns  permeate  the 
working  environment  of  all  GAO  staff. 
Effective  communication  is  greatly  influenced 
by  the  degree  of  respect  and  trust  that 
e:-:ists  between  the  parties.   Unfortunately, 
many  staff  believe  that  trust,  the  essential 
ingredient  to  effective  communication,  is 
lacking. 


More  than  1,400  Band  II  evaluators  responded 
to  the  1993  Em.ployee  Attitude  Survey.   Of 
these,  only  20  percent  felt  that  management 
was  willing,  to  a  great  extent,  to  listen  to 
and  consider  the  views  of  individuals  and 
employee  groups  in  formulating  policy  or 
programs.   Further,  just  24  percent  of  the 
survey  respondents  said  they  trust  upper- 
level  management  to  be  fair  and  honest. 

In  some  cases,  management's  handling  of  GAO- 
wide  changes  has  tended  to  undermine  trust. 
The  implementation  of  the  pay-for-performance 
system  and  broad  banding  is  an  example.   GAO 
management  pushed  forward  these  changes  even 
though  the  mid-level  and  other  councils 
expressed  grave  misgivings  about  the  proposed 
systems.   While  we  recognize  it  is 
management's  prerogative  to  make  such 
decisions,  management  has  been  slow  to 
respond  to  significant  negative  feedback 
despite  the  initial  assurances  that  if 
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problems  were  encountered,  the  system  could 
be  modified. 

Another  example  was  the  year-long  uncertainty 
concerning  the  merger  of  the  Information 
Management  and  Technology  Division  with  the 
Accounting  and  Financial  Management  Division. 
Staff  believed  management  should  have  done 
more  to  refute  the  unending  stream  of  rumors, 
among  them  that  staff  would  lose  their  jobs, 
and  bring  the  merger  to  closure  more 
expeditiously.   Currently,  GAO  is  conducting 
a  study  of  its  field  office  structure.   Staff 
are  concerned  about  the  outcome  of  this  study 
and  how  they  may  be  affected  by  possible 
office  closings  or  staffing  reductions. 
While  management  has  been  more  open  in  their 
discussions  of  this  study,  we  believe  that 
more  could  be  done  to  alleviate  the  anxiety 
of  potentially  affected  staff. 

Management  has  recognized  that  the  lack  of 
communication  and  trust  is  a  serious  problem 
in  our  organization,  and  has  made  it  a 
priority  issue  in  GAO's  Quality  Improvement 
Plan.   Mid-level  staff  agree  this  issue 
merits  this  high  level  of  attention  since  we 
believe  that  communication  and  trust  are  the 
underlying  foundation  for  our  concerns  about 
GAO's  working  environment  and  its  rewards, 
recognition,  and  compensation  systems. 


WORK  ENVIRONMENT 


The  work  environment  at  GAO  is  affected  by 
both  external  forces  and  internal 
adjustments.  GAO,  like  other  federal 
agencies,  is  facing  fiscal  austerity.   As  a 
result,  travel  has  been  reduced, 
modernization  of  facilities  has  been  delayed, 
the  purchase  of  upgraded  equipment  has  been 
postponed,  staff  size  has  been  trimmed,  and 
hiring  has  virtually  stopped.   Despite  these 
cutbacks,  it  seems  that  the  demand  for  GAO 
work  has  not  abated.   We  realize  that  these 
reductions  and  the  continued  demand  for  GAO 
work  result  from  external  conditions  beyond 
our  control. 
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However,  as  we  continue  to  do  our  work  with 
fewer  resources,  GAO  can  change  the  internal 
environment  to  improve  its  efficiency.   A 
prime  candidate  for  such  change  is  the 
cumbersome  process  of  review  and  rework  of 
GAO  products.   This  process  is  time 
consuming,  frustrating,  and  discouraging.   It 
causes  delays  and  takes  away  valuable  time 
that  could  be  used  to  work  on  other  jobs. 
While  we  agree  that  a  quality  assurance 
process  is  necessary,  we  believe  it  can  be 
streamlined,  and  encourage  GAO  to  continue  to 
propose  improvements. 

The  issue  of  rework  also  impacts  on  the  level 
of  trust  within  the  organization.   Evaluators 
are  skilled  analysts,  entrusted  with 
designing  and  implementing  jobs,  analyzing 
the  most  complex  issues  in  the  nation, 
conducting  meetings  with  high-level  officials 
in  both  the  public  and  private  sectors.   Yet 
when  it  comes  time  to  report  our  findings, 
staff  feel  as  if  their  abilities  are 
questioned  and  their  views  are  not  respected. 
Excessive  levels  of  review  interfere  with 
two-way  communication  and,  consequently,  the 
level  of  trust  suffers. 

Another  competing  demand  for  our  time  is 
GAO's  effort  to  implement  a  total  quality 
management  system  (TQM) .   Many  mid-level 
staff  are  actively  involved  in  executin;?  TQM 
efforts.   While  we  welcome  the  opportunity  to 
participate,  it  does  take  time  away  from  our 
other  work.  At  this  point,  TQM  has  received 
mixed  reviews  from  mid-level  staff.   While  we 
endorse  the  principles  of  TQM,  we  are 
skeptical  that  its  full  potential  can  be 
realized  without  total  commitment  from  GAO 
management  to  change  our  culture.  As 
previously  mentioned,  we  believe  that 
increased  respect  and  trust  for  people  and 
improved  communication  are  necessary  to 
improve  GAO's  culture. 
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GAO'S  REWARDS,  RECOGNITION,  AND 
COMPENSATION  SYSTEMS 


Surveys  of  mid-level  employees  identified  the 
rewards,  recognition,  and  compensation 
systems  as  a  major  concern.   These  systems 
changed  radically  in  1988  and  1989  when  GAO 
(1)  eliminated  GS  grade  levels  for  evaluators 
by  combining  them  into  3  broad  bands  and  (2) 
moved  to  a  pay-for-performance  system  (PFP) 
under  which  employees  would  receive  pay 
increases  and  bonuses  based  on  their 
performance.   We  believe  that  no  matter  how 
well  intended  these  changes  were,  banding  and 
PFP  have  had  a  detrimental  effect. 


Bauiding 


GAO's  controversial  system  of  broad  banding 
combined  GS-I3s  and  14s  into  one  pay  band. 
This  has  caused  confusion  and  tension  over 
the  roles  and  responsibilities  of  these 
staff.   For  example,  banding  treats  mid-level 
supervisors  and  mid-level  staff  as  peers. 
When  Band  lis  supervise  other  Band  lis,  they 
usually  prepare  performance  appraisals  that 
are  used  in  determining  pay  increases  and 
bonuses  amounts.   This  creates  a  possible 
conflict  when  supervisors  and  their 
subordinates  compete  with  each  other  for 
placement  into  pay  and  bonus  categories. 

On  the  positive  side,  many  employees, 
particularly  in  our  regions,  appreciate  the 
opportunities  to  move  to  higher  pay  levels 
within  the  band  and  sometimes  to  assume 
greater  responsibilities  without  the  need  to 
compete  for  limited  promotion  opportunities. 
Yet  many  staff  spend  much  of  their  careers  at 
the  Band  II  level  and  we  believe  GAO  needs  to 
ensure  that  mid-level  staff  are  adequately 
challenged  and  motivated  throughout  their 
tenure  in  this  band. 
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Pay  for  Performance 


GAO  introduced  PFP,  in  part,  to  better  reward 
high-performing  staff.   Indeed,  the  data  show 
that  staff  are  somewhat  better  off 
financially  under  this  system.   While  the 
Council  supports  the  principle  of  paying  and 
rewarding  people  for  their  performance,  the 
means  through  which  these  decisions  are  made 
have  been  perceived  as  inequitable  by  many 
mid-level  staff. 

Most  GAO  employees  are  highly  qualified, 
motivated  people  whose  overall  job 
performance  is  consistently  rated  at  high 
levels.   The  PFP  process  involves  managers 
making  very  fine  distinctions  in  staff's 
performance  in  order  to  place  them  in 
discrete  performance  categories.   These 
categories  set  artificial  limits  on  the 
number  of  staff  being  recognized  for  their 
contributions  with  merit  pay  and  bonuses. 
And  until  this  year,  the  system  forced 
management  to  place  a  specific  percentage  of 
employees  in  what  staff  perceived  to  be  an 
unacceptable  category.   Even  those  staff  who 
have  been  rewarded  under  PFP  have 
reservations  about  its  merits  because  of  the 
subjectivity  of  the  system. 

Yet  the  issue  is  not  really  one  of  money  but 
of  recognition.   The  loss  of  personal  and 
professional  esteem  through  this  de  facto 
ranking  process  has  made  losers  out  of 
winners.  Moreover,  ranking  employees  tends 
^,.i.  to  undermine  the  sense  of  teamwork  when 

members  compete  with  one  another  for  merit 
pay  and  bonuses  which  conflicts  with  the 
tenets  of  quality  management. 

Recent  employee  attitude  surveys  indicated 
that  half  of  Band  II  respondents  felt  that 
PFP  had  a  negative  impact  on  morale.   While 
.  _  .      appreciative  of  the  financial  benefits  many 
have  enjoyed  under  PFP,  staff  reported  that 
bonuses  are  of  much  less  importance  to  them 
than  such  things  as  challenging  and 
interesting  work,  opportunities  to  improve 
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government  operation,  and  competent  managers 
and  coworkers.   The  most  recent  employee 
attitude  survey  showed  that  only  3  percent  of 
Band  II  evaluators  were  strongly  encouraged 
by  bonuses  and  merit  pay  to  work  hard,  while 
67  percent  reported  they  were  strongly  driven 
by  personal  pride.   In  addition,  numerous 
social  psychology  studies  raise  questions 
about  the  extent  to  which  rewards  act  as 
performance  incentives. 

Problems  with  the  pay-for-performance  system 
were  recently  addressed  by  a  TQM  initiative, 
and  these  recent  efforts  to  modify  the  PFP 
system  demonstrate  how  some  improvements  in 
communication  have  occurred  within  GAO. 
Employee  councils  were  included  on  a  recent 
task  team  that  recommended  changes  to  the 
current  PFP  system.   Members  of  this  team 
gave  numerous  briefings  to  GAO  headquarters 
and  field  offices  on  the  status  of  their 
efforts  to  revise  the  PFP  system.   Some 
suggestions  made  by  staff  at  these  briefings 
were  incorporated  into  the  recommendations 
presented  to  upper-level  management.   We 
believe  that  this  type  of  effort  is  a  step  in 
the  right  direction  and  will  help  build  trust 
throughout  the  organization.   We  offer  our 
assistance  in  helping  in  any  future  efforts 
to  develop  alternative  rewards,  recognition, 
and  compensation  systems  that  meet  the  needs 
of  GAO  and  its  people. 


GAO  has  trained  us  well  to  be  skilled 
analysts  and  critics.   These  comments  are  not 
intended  to  be  an  indictment  of  our  agency. 
As  we  said  at  the  beginning  of  our  statement, 
we  are  generally  satisfied  working  at  GAO, 
and  we  want  to  assure  you  that  our  goal  is  to 
work  with  management  to  ensure  that  we 
continue  to  provide  objective,  quality,  and 
timely  assistance  to  you,  our  customers. 

This  concludes  the  prepared  statement  of  the 
mid-level  staff.  Ruth  and  I  will  be  glad  to 
respond  to  any  questions  you  may  have. 
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Mr.  CoNYERS.  Well,  thank  you  so  much.  Ms.  Wolslayer,  welcome. 

STATEMENT  OF  KELLY  A.  WOLSLAYER,  CHAIRMAN,  CAREER- 
LEVEL  COUNCIL,  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE,  ACCOM- 
PANIED  BY  CRAIG  HALL,  NORFOLK  REGIONAL  OFFICE 

Ms.  Wolslayer.  Thank  you.  I,  too,  have  submitted  a  longer  ver- 
sion for  the  record.  My  name  is  Kelly  Wolslayer  and  I  am  a  band 
I  evaluator  in  the  Accounting  and  Information  Management  Divi- 
sion and  I  serve  as  the  chair  of  GAO's  Career-Level  Council,  also 
known  as  the  CLC.  I  am  accompanied  today  by  Craig  Hall,  who  is 
down  on  the  end.  He's  coming  from  the  Norfolk  regional  office. 

We  are  pleased  to  accept  the  committee's  invitation  to  present 
our  views  on  issues  affecting  career  level  staff  at  GAO.  I  would  like 
to  say  in  general  that  career  level  staff  are  proud  to  work  for  GAO 
because  it  contributes  toward  improving  government  operations. 

Within  this  context  then  we  would  like  to  address  some  areas  of 
concern  to  career  level  staff:  the  effects  of  GAO's  budget  reductions 
on  the  ability  to  do  our  work,  staff  performance  assessments,  and 
organizational  matters.  Our  statement  reflects  a  composite  of  com- 
ments solicited  from  CLC  constituents  in  the  headquarters,  re- 
gional, and  overseas  offices. 

The  CLC  was  established  to  provide  a  means  for  career  level  pro- 
fessional staff  to  express  through  their  representatives  ideas,  opin- 
ions, and  recommendations  to  GAO's  top  management  on  policies, 
procedures,  and  the  work  environment,  and  we  represent  about 
1,400  staff. 

Our  first  category  of  concern  is  budget  reductions.  GAO's  budgets 
have  limited  resources,  including  staffing,  technologv  and  travel, 
that  are  available  for  career  level  staff  to  do  our  work.  The  career 
level  staff  are  concerned  that  continuing  downsizing  of  GAO  will 
lead  to  reduction  in  force,  or  RIFs;  increased  workloads  for  the  re- 
maining staff;  reduced  advancement  opportunities;  and,  an  erosion 
of  the  technical  skills  of  GAO  as  a  whole. 

Although  GAO  has  made  progress  in  updating  its  technological 
capabilities,  career  level  staff  feel  that  there  is  not  enough  sophisti- 
cated hardware  or  software  to  enable  all  staff  to  do  their  work  as 
efficiently  as  possible.  Staff  are  concerned  that  budget  reductions 
will  exacerbate  this  situation. 

Even  though  almost  all  the  career  level  staff  have  computers 
available  to  them,  many  of  these  computers  are  outdated  and  do 
not  support  the  most  capable  analytical  software.  We  are  concerned 
too  that  GAO  is  not  able  to  achieve  the  enhanced  productivity  and 
improved  quality  of  analyses  that  new  technology  could  provide, 
and  because  we  lack  certain  computer  resources,  GAO  audits  can 
be  negatively  affected. 

The  current  situation  also  leads  to  staff  frustration  and,  we  be- 
lieve, an  underutilization  of  staff  skills.  Another  area  where  de- 
creasing budgets  could  adversely  affect  our  ability  to  perform  qual- 
ity work  and  has  reduced  developmental  opportunities  for  the  ca- 
reer level  staff  is  the  reduced  travel  funds.  Often  there  is  no  other 
way  but  to  travel  in  order  to  collect  the  data  we  need. 

In  addition,  because  there  is  not  enough  travel  money  to  send 
every  team  member  it  is  most  often  the  career  level  staff  who  are 
excluded  from  attendance  at  critical  job  meetings. 
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The  second  major  area  of  concern  to  career  level  staff  is  GAO's 
reward  and  compensation  system,  specifically,  pay  for  performance, 
or  PFP.  We  have  concerns  about  how  PFP  is  used  because  of  dif- 
ficulty in  quantifying  and  comparing  individual  staff  performance. 
GAO  has  made  a  number  of  changes  to  PFP  in  response  to  staff 
criticisms  and  CLC  believes  the  changes  could  help  improve  staff 
satisfaction  with  PFP. 

The  last  major  area  of  issues  important  to  us  is  what  we  labeled 
organizational  matters.  These  include  report  processing,  internal 
communications,  and  total  quality  management.  Career  level  staff 
are  concerned  with  the  length  of  the  time  it  takes  to  process  GAO 
products.  We  believe  the  current  process  generally  improves  the 
quality  of  GAO  reports  but  sometimes  cost  more  in  timeliness  than 
it  adds  in  quality. 

Also,  many  staff  are  concerned  about  the  lack  of  communication 
within  GAO.  Improved  communication  could  contribute  to  a  more 
open  environment,  promote  management  respect  for  staff,  and  in- 
crease employee  morale. 

Finally,  although  many  staff  have  expressed  concern  with  limited 
results  of  TQM,  GAO's  total  quality  management,  efforts  to  date, 
career  level  staff  support  the  principles  of  TQM.  TQM  initiatives 
undertaken  thus  far  have  begun  to  open  very  important  lines  of 
communication  and  help  the  staff  to  see  that  GAO  is  interested  in 
creating  an  atmosphere  of  continuous  improvement. 

In  summary,  CLC  concerns  focus  on  constraints  to  doing  our 
jobs.  Even  with  resource  limitations  and  performance  assessment 
concerns,  cumbersome  report  review  and  communication  difficul- 
ties, staff  put  quality  first  and  we  make  the  necessary  adjustments. 

Although  all  of  us  would  agree  that  GAO  is  not  perfect,  the  CLC 
believes  that  GAO  is  making  a  concerted  effort  to  become  a  more 
effective  organization. 

The  CLC  has  and  will  continue  to  work  with  management  on 
many  issues,  including  those  discussed  today  to  ensure  that  GAO 
continues  to  meet  the  needs  of  both  its  customers  and  its  staff. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  our  formal  statement  and  Craig 
and  I  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  Wolslayer  follows:] 
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Introduction 


Good  Moming  Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 

My  name  is  Kelly  Wolslayer.  I  am  a  Band  I  evaluator  in  the  Accounting 

and  Infcnnation  Management  EHvision,  and  I  serve  as  liie  Chair  of  GAO's 

Career  Level  Council,  also  known  as  the  CLC.  I  am  accompanied  by  Craig 

Hall,  the  Vice  Chair  of  the  CLC.  Craig  works  in  the  Norfolk  Regional 

Office. 

We  are  pleased  to  accept  the  Comminee's  invitation  to  present  our  views 
on  issues  affecting  career  level  staff  at  GAO.  In  general,  career  level  staff 
are  proud  to  work  for  GAO  because  it  contributes  toward  improving 
government  operations.  And,  because  of  our  professionalism  and  commit- 
ment to  maintaining  quality  in  our  work,  we  seek  ways  to  improve  our 
organization.  Within  this  context,  we  would  like  to  address  some  areas  of 
concern  to  career  level  staff.  These  issues  fall  into  three  categories:  the 
effect  of  GAO's  budget  reductions  on  the  ability  to  do  our  work,  staff 
performance  assessments,  and  organizational  matters.  Our  statement 
reflects  a  composite  of  comments  solicited  from  CLC  constituents  in  the 
headquarters  offices,  the  14  regional  offices,  and  the  two  overseas  offices. 


Background 


The  CLC  was  established  to  provide  a  means  for  career  level  professional 
staff  to  express,  through  their  representatives,  ideas,  opinions,  and  recom- 
mendations to  GAO's  top  management  on  policies,  procedures,  and  work 
environment.  We  represent  about  1 ,400  staff,  including  band  I  evaluators 
(who  were  designatad  as  GS-7  through  12  before  GAO  adopted  broad 
banding),  computer  scientists,  editors,  auditors,  attorneys,  personnel  spe- 
cialists, and  other  nonevaluator  staff  in  grades  GS-7  through  12.  Career 
level  staff  perform  many  tasks,  including  collecting  and  analyzing  data, 
supervising,  and  drafting  repoas. 


Budget 
Reductions 


Past  reductions  in  GAO  budgets  have  limited  the  resources,  including 
staffing,  technology,  and  travel,  that  are  available  for  career  level  staff  to  do 
our  work.  The  uncertainties  about  GAO's  future  budget  levels  and  our 
workforce  size  cause  continuing  concerns  for  career  level  staff. 
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Staffing 


The  career  level  staff  are  concerned  that  continued  downsizing  of  GAO  will 
lead  to  reductions  in  force  (RIF),  increased  workloads  for  remaining  staff, 
and  an  erosion  of  the  collective  technical  skills  of  GAO  as  a  whole.  While 
the  CLC  has  no  indication  that  RIFs  will  be  used  to  reduce  the  GAO  staff, 
it  remains  a  possibility.  However,  we  are  pleased  that  Congress  has  given 
GAO  the  "go  ahead"  for  early  retirement  incentives  as  an  alternative  to 
RIFs.    We  are  also  quite  concerned  about  the  potential  of  fewer  staff  being 
able  to  meet  the  demands  for  GAO  work.  For  example,  between  fiscal 
years  1988  and  1992,  our  workload  increased  by  over  200  assignments, 
while  GAO  staff  decreased  by  about  100.  In  1993,  GAO  reduced  its  staff 
by  about  an  additional  200.  Finally,  the  hiring  freeze  will  preclude  GAO 
from  bringing  in  new  staff  with  knowledge  of  "cutting  edge"  technology 
and  analytical  skills. 


Career 

.  vdvancement 


The  outlook  for  our  career  advancement  is  uncertain  in  view  of  GAO's 
downsizing  and  the  hiring  freeze.  Promotion  opportunities  have  already 
been  limited  over  the  last  few  years,  and,  as  GAO  downsizes,  the  number  of 
Band  II  and  equivalent  GS  openings  will  probably  be  even  fewer.  For 
example,  last  year  in  one  GAO  division,  the  number  of  promotions  de- 
creased by  about  one-third.  Many  career  level  staff  are  now  performing 
duties  typically  performed  by  mid-level  staff  and  are  qualified  for  promo- 
tion, but  may  not  be  promoted.  The  hiring  freeze  also  limits  opportunities 
for  career  level  staff  to  gain  supervisory  experience. 


Technology 
Resources 


Although  GAO  has  made  progress  in  updating  its  technological  capabilities, 
career  level  staff  feel  there  is  not  enough  sophisticated  software  or  hard- 
ware to  enable  all  staff  to  do  their  work  as  efficiendy  as  possible.  Staff  are 
concerned  that  budget  reductions  will  exacerbate  this  situation. 

Two  areas  of  technology  in  which  GAO  has  made  progress  in  supporting 
its  staff  are  trKxlemizing  the  telephone  system  and  making  video 
conferencing  more  widely  available.  The  new  telephone  system  with  its 
voice  mail  capabilities  is  a  vast  improvement  over  the  previous  telephone 
system.  Video  conferencing  has  helped  regional  and  headquarters  staff 
assigned  to  the  same  job  share  information  nxsre  frequently.  The  voice  and 
data  transmission  capabilities  available  through  these  systems  have  im- 
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proved  efficiency  and  communications  in  GAO,  both  internally  and  exter- 
nally. 

With  respect  to  computer  resources,  we  believe  it  is  extremely  important 
that  such  resources  not  be  made  a  target  for  helping  to  bring  about  GAO's 
downsizing.  Although  almost  all  of  the  career  level  staff  have  computers 
available  to  them,  many  of  these  computers  are  outdated  and  do  not  sup- 
pon  the  most  capable  analytical  software.  Indeed,  many  GAO  staff  per- 
form their  analyses  and  prepare  their  products  with  obsolete  computers. 
We  are  concerned  that  GAO  is  not  able  to  achieve  the  enhanced  productiv- 
ity and  improved  quality  of  analyses  that  new  technology  could  provide. 

Because  we  lack  certain  computer  resources,  GAO  audits  can  be  negatively 
affected.  In  extreme  cases,  GAO  jobs  have  been  limited,  or  their  focus 
changed,  so  that  staff  can  work  around  a  shortfall  in  computing  power. 
Such  situations  impair  our  ability  to  do  our  work  in  the  most  thorough  and 
responsive  manner. 

GAO  staff  will  continue  to  do  their  best  to  perform  their  work  with  the 
equipment  they  are  given.  However,  the  current  situation  leads  to  staff 
frustration  and,  we  believe,  underutilizarion  of  staff  skills. 


Travel 


Decreasing  budgets  have  also  reduced  travel  funds,  which  could  adversely 
affect  our  ability  to  perform  quality  work  and  has  reduced  developmental 
opjwrtunities  for  career  level  staff.  Doing  our  work  often  requires  consid- 
erable travel  to  obtain  information,  conduct  interviews,  and  review  docu- 
ments. Often,  there  is  no  other  way  to  collect  the  data  we  need.  In  some 
cases,  limited  travel  funding  has  forced  us  to  scale  back  the  scope  of  the 
assignment  In  other  cases,  we  have  had  to  find  alternative  methods  to 
obtain  the  necessary  data.  Restricted  travel  funds  have  also  limited  devel- 
opmental opportunities  for  career  level  staff.  For  example,  attendance  at 
critical  internal  job  meetings  is  often  not  possible  as  there  simply  is  not 
enough  travel  money  to  send  every  team  member.  It  is  nx)st  often  the 
career  level  staff  who  are  excluded. 


Performance 
Assessment 


The  second  major  area  of  concern  to  career  level  staff  is  GAO's  reward 
and  compensation  system,  specifically  pay  for  performance  (PFP).  PFP  is 
GAO's  performance,  recognition,  and  reward  system.  We  agree  with  the 
principles  of  PFP  in  GAO,  but  we  have  concerns  about  how  it  is  used 


Page  3 


U.S.  GAO  Career  Level  Council 


224 


Issues  Important  To 
GAO's  Career  Level  Staff 


because  of  the  difficulty  in  quantifying  and  comparing  individual  staff 
performance.  Staff  who  do  not  receive  bonuses  or  merit  pay  increases 
often  do  not  know  the  reasons  why;  as  a  result,  their  morale  may  suffer. 
GAO  has  made  a  number  of  changes  to  PFP  in  response  to  staff  criticisms, 
including  removing  arbitrary  limits  on  the  percentage  of  staff  who  may 
receive  bonuses  and  merit  pay  increases.  The  CLC  believes  the  changes 
could  help  improve  career  level  staff  satisfaction  with  the  PFP  process.  We 
understand  other  efforts  are  underway  in  this  area,  including  an  effort  to 
examine  the  long-term  future  of  GAO's  compensation  system  and  a  pilot 
project  in  a  regional  office  to  award  team  bonuses.  However,  the  recent 
indication  that  there  will  probably  be  no  bonuses  this  year  because  of 
budget  difficulties  will  not  engender  much  faith  in  GAO's  commitment  to 
the  system. 


Organizational 
latters 


Lastly,  organizational  issues,  such  as  report  processing,  internal  communi- 
cations, and  total  quality  management,  are  impxwiant  to  career  level  staff. 
GAO  has  initiatives  underway  that  may  address  some  of  our  concerns. 


Report 
Processing 


Career  level  staff  are  concerned  with  the  length  of  time  it  takes  to  process 
GAO  products.  The  agency  has  recognized  that  the  current  report  pro- 
cessing procedures  used  to  produce  quality  products  take  longer  than 
necessary.  In  general,  repon  processing  refers  to  the  period  between  the 
production  of  the  fust  draft  and  isstjance  of  the  final  product  GAO  reports 
go  through  many  reviews  to  ensure  that  they  are  convincing  and  complete 
and  that  they  maintain  the  quality  and  objectivity  that  is  expected  of  all 
GAO  prtxlucts.  We  believe  the  current  process  generally  improves  the 
quality  of  GAO  reports  but  sometimes  costs  more  in  timeliness  than  it  adds 
in  quality.  GAO  has  a  number  of  efforts  underway  to  identify  ways  to 
shorten  the  review  process  while  ensuring  the  product  quality  that  Con- 
gress has  come  to  expect 


Communication 


Currendy,  many  staff  are  concerned  about  the  lack  of  communication 
within  GAO.  For  example,  on  policies  that  affect  career  level  staff  and  our 
working  conditions,  we  are  often  not  asked  for  our  input  until  after  a 
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decision  is  reached.  This  situation  has  contributed,  in  some  cases,  to  an 
atmosphere  of  mistrust  between  management  and  staff.     Improved  com- 
munication could  contribute  to  a  more  open  environment,  promote  man- 
agement respect  for  staff,  and  increase  employee  morale. 


Total  Quality 
Management 


Although  many  staff  have  expressed  concern  with  the  limited  results  of 
GAO's  Total  Quality  Management  (TQM)  efforts  to  date,  career  level  staff 
suppon  the  principles  of  TQM.  On  the  whole,  career  level  staff  believe  a 
successful  implementation  of  the  TQM  program  can  improve  communica- 
tion and  efficiency  at  GAO.  TQM  initiatives  undertaken  thus  far  have 
begun  to  open  the  lines  of  communicarion  and  helped  the  staff  to  see  that 
GAO  is  interested  in  continuous  improvemenL 


r^ 


onclusion 


In  summary,  CLC  concerns  focus  on  constraints  to  doing  our  jobs.  Even 
with  resource  limitations,  performance  assessment  concerns,  cumbersome 
report  review,  and  communication  difficulties,  staff  put  quality  first  and 
make  the  necessary  adjustments.  Because  of  the  nature  of  the  work  GAO 
does,  we  tend  to  be  highly  critical  of  ourselves  as  well  as  of  the  agencies  we 
review.  As  a  result,  we  often  identify  weaknesses  within  GAO  and  voice 
our  concerns.  Although  all  of  us  would  agree  that  GAO  is  not  perfect,  the 
CLC  believes  GAO  is  making  a  concerted  effort  to  become  a  more  effec- 
tive organization.  CLC  has  and  will  continue  to  work  with  management  on 
many  issues,  including  those  discussed  today,  to  ensure  that  GAO  contin- 
ues to  meet  the  needs  of  both  its  customers  and  staff. 


Mr.  Chairman,  this  concludes  our  formal  statement  We  would  be  pleased 
to  answer  any  quesdons  you  may  have. 
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Mr.  Shays  [presiding].  Thank  you  very  much.  The  chairman  isn't 
here  now  and  he  has  just  asked  me  to  invite  all  to  testify.  What 
I  would  like  is  for  the  two  speakers  who  have  spoken  just  to  ex- 
plain what  your  responsibilities  are.  This  is  not  a  question,  but  just 
so  we  know  what  your  responsibilities  are  in  GAO. 

Ms.  McKlNNEY.  I'm  a  senior  evaluator.  I  conduct  jobs.  I  do  what 
it  takes  to  get  a  blue  book  to  you. 

Mr.  Shays.  OK,  thank  you. 

Ms.  WoLSLAYER.  I  am  a  band  I,  actually,  computer  specialist, 
and  I  too  have  participated  in  running  jobs  as  well  as  supporting 
an  evaluator  in  charge  [EIC]  in  looking  at  technology  issues  in  the 
Federal  agencies. 

Mr.  Mica.  Mr.  Chairman,  can  we  get  their  names  for  the  record? 
I  can't  see  that  far.  Thank  vou. 

Mr.  Shays.  It's  in  your  blue  folder. 

Mr.  Mica.  Yes,  sir,  but  if  we  could  get 

Ms.  McKiNNEY.  My  name  is  Debra  McKinney. 

Mr.  Mica.  Thank  you.  I  can't  see  from  here.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  WoLSLAYER.  I'm  Kelly  Wolslayer. 

Mr.  Shays.  Mr.  Lamb. 

STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  J.  LAMB,  DIRECTOR,  FISCAL  RE- 
SOURCES, DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR,  ACCOMPANIED  BY 
WILLIAM  L.  KENDIG,  DEPUTY  CHIEF  FINANCIAL  OFFICER 

Mr.  Lamb.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Shays.  In  the  interest  of  time  maybe 
I  can  summarize  my  statement.  It's  very  simple  and  fairly  direct. 

The  first  point  I  would  like  to  make  is  that  from  an  agency  view- 
point, something  that  Mr.  Staats  mentioned  this  morning,  the  GAO 
is  an  essential  organization.  We  in  the  Department  of  the  Interior, 
and  I'm  sure  at  other  executive  branch  agencies,  are  very  con- 
cerned with  sound  agency  management  and  programmatic  over- 
sight. 

If  there  wasn't  a  GAO  existing  today,  we  would  probably  ask  that 
one  be  created.  It's  important  to  have  an  outside  organization  that 
can  come  in  and  look  at  agency  operations  to  provide  a  measure  of 
program  achievement  to  judge  program  efficiency  and  economy  and 
to  see  if  we  are  complying  fully  with  laws  and  regulations. 

In  my  opening  statement  I've  made  essentially  five  recommenda- 
tions that  I  would  like  the  committee  to  consiaer.  The  first  is  one 
of  simply  encouraging  coordination  between  the  GAO  and  the  in- 
spector general.  We  have  within  the  Department  of  Interior  about 
80  GAO  studies  a  year.  We  have  that  number  and  more  from  the 
inspector  general,  somewhere  near  100,  between  80  and  100. 

Taken  together,  we  get  an  audit  of  our  activities  about  every  10 
working  hours  from  one  of  the  these  two  organizations.  Now,  the 
Department  of  Interior  is  a  big  organization.  We  have  about  74,000 
employees  so,  taken  as  a  whole,  an  audit  every  10  hours,  perhaps 
that's  not  a  bad  thing. 

But  there  needs  to  be  more  coordination  in  terms  of  which  audits 
are  being  conducted  and  what  activities.  Occasionally,  when  areas 
become  particularly  hot  and  sensitive  and  so  forth,  both  GAO  and 
the  inspector  general  are  both  auditing  the  same  area.  We  are  in- 
terested in  making  sure  that  program  managers  have  time  to  make 
the  corrections  and  not  simply  be  in  a  respondent  mode. 
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The  second  of  the  five  recommendations  is  something  that  we 
would  Hke  for  the  committee  and  the  GAO  to  consider  that,  as  is 
appropriate,  GAO  might  consider  the  cost  of  implementing  their 
recommendations  and  what  the  benefits  of  implementing  those  rec- 
ommendations might  be.  In  a  tighter  and  tighter  budget  world  it's 
not  always  possible  to  do  all  that  authorizing  legislation  asks  for. 
This  is  one  of  the  things  we  weigh  every  year  in  the  budget  proc- 
ess, the  appropriations  process,  and  the  annual  allocation  of  fiinds 
from  the  Congress. 

Our  third  of  five  recommendations  is  probably  one  that  I  would 
like  to  make  the  most  strongly  and  one  that  you  have  already  ad- 
dressed and  also  Mr.  Horn,  and  that  is  that  agencies  really  should 
be  given  the  opportunity  to  provide  written  comments  on  any  GAO 
report. 

I  heard  the  statement  this  morning  that  that  occurs  about  50 
percent  of  the  time.  I  am  pleased  to  know  that  within  the  Depart- 
ment of  Interior  it  happens  about  75  percent  of  the  time.  We  would 
like  it  to  be  100  percent  of  the  time  in  the  interest,  basically,  of 
fairness,  accuracy,  and  solid  reporting. 

I  have  been  involved  in  appropriations  hearings  and  authorizing 
hearings  where  the  entire  debate  turned  on  the  GAO  report  and 
trying  to  straighten  out  in  the  hearings  process  what  was  accurate 
and  what  wasn't.  I  think  the  GAO  is  strengthened  by  agency  com- 
ment, as  well  as  the  department,  and  this  does  not  constitute  a 
whitewash.  Many  times  we  make  recommendations  to  GAO  and 
they  are  printed  but  not  included  but  at  least  it's  in  the  printed 
record  and  one  can  refer  to  it. 

The  fourth  comment  is  one  suggestion  that  perhaps  agencies  be 
given  a  little  more  time  to  comment  in  writing  when  we  are  given 
that  opportunity.  We  have  30  days  to  comment  at  the  draft  stage 
and  then  60  days  by  law  we  must  comment  on  how  we  will  respond 
to  the  recommendations  and  implement  it. 

We  would  suggest  that  there  be  a  45-day  period  for  each.  It 
wouldn't  lengthen  that  time  period  but  it  would  provide  more  op- 
portunity up  front  to,  again,  get  the  facts  before  the  GAO  while  the 
report  is  still  in  audit. 

And,  last,  we  would  recommend  that  while  our  relationship  with 
GAO  has  been  very  positive  and  the  staff  very  competent,  we  be- 
lieve that  it  would  be  a  good  practice  for  GAO  to  review  policies 
and  procedures  on  staff  rotations. 

It  is  a  standard  practice  in  the  private  industry  to  rotate  audi- 
tors. This  is  something  we  think  GAO  ought  to  take  a  look  at  and 
see  how  up-to-date  their  practices  and  procedures  are. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Lamb  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  by  Robert  J.  Lamb 

Diractor  of  Fiscal  Raaourcas 

U.S.  Dapartaant  of  tha  Intarlor 

Before  the  House  Committee  on  Government  Operations 

Thursday,  October  28,  1993 

Room  2154 

Rayburn  House  Office  Building 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  the  House  Committee 
on  Government  Operations  to  discuss  the  relationship  between  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office 
(GAO) .   My  name  is  Robert  J.  Lamb  and  I  am  the  Department's 
Director  of  Fiscal  Resources.   I  am  accompanied  by  William  L. 
Kendig,  Director  of  Financial  Management  and  Deputy  Chief 
Financial  Officer. 

We  are  particularly  pleased  to  testify  today  because  we 
consider  the  relationship  between  our  two  organizations,  on  the 
whole,  to  be  very  positive.   As  noted  later  in  the  statement,  we 
do  have  some  suggestions  on  ways  that  the  relationship  could  be 
further  improved.   I  would  first  like  to  address  some  of  the  most 
positive  aspects  that  we  see  in  our  relationship  with  the  GAO. 

The  Department  considers  audits  conducted  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office  to  be  an  essential  ingredient  for  both  sound 
agency  management  and  programmatic  oversight.   The  most  critical 
benefit  is  the  objective  assessment  provided  to  management  by  the 
audit  agency.   In  the  Federal  environment,  audits  are  needed  for 
sound  management  to  achieve  three  objectives,  1)  to  measure  the 
achievement  of  program  objectives,  2)  to  judge  program  efficiency 
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and  economy,  and  3)  to  determine  compliance  with  applicable  laws 
and  regulations. 

The  usefulness  of  audit  results  is  based  on  a  foundation  of 
mutual  respect  between  and  auditor  and  management.   We  consider 
the  GAO's  approach  to  holding  meetings  with  program  officials  at 
the  opening  and  closing  of  audits  to  be  a  very  important  and 
normally  a  very  beneficial  process.   It  allows  program  managers 
to  provide  advice  and  suggestions  on  ways  that  audits  may  be  made 
more  useful  to  management,  and  ways  in  which  recommendations 
might  be  more  effectively  implemented.    In  our  view  the  GAO 
generally  presents  a  balanced  viewpoint  on  issues  impacting  the 
Department,  and  frequently  includes  management  input  into 
recommendations  included  in  its  final  reports. 

In  terms  of  technical  competence,  the  GAO  has  a  good  record  of 
assigning  competent,  professional  staff  to  our  audits.   It  also 
has  a  good  quality  assurance  process  to  assure  that  facts  are 
supported  by  work  papers,  and  that  sound  technical  approaches  are 
consistently  applied.   While  there  are  occasionally  some  problems 
in  these  areas,  for  an  organization  as  large  as  GAO  this 
represents  a  major  accomplishment,  in  and  of  itself.   Finally, 
the  Department  and  GAO  established  a  communications  process 
several  years  ago  to  ensure  that  the  Department  is  apprised  of 
all  ongoing  GAO  audits  which  are  underway  within  the  bureaus. 
That  process  is  working  well. 
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Moving  to  the  other  side  of  the  ledger,  we  do  have  some 
suggestions  as  to  how  the  relationship  between  the  GAO  and  the 
Interior  Department  can  continue  to  improve. 

First,  we  believe  that  there  is  still  room  for  improving  the 
degree  of  coordination  between  audits  conducted  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office  and  those  conducted  by  the  Department's 
Inspector  General.   Far  too  often  both  organizations  appear  to  be 
reviewing  the  same  programs  or  subject  matter  at  the  same  time, 
particularly  if  a  topic  is  considered  "hot"  at  the  time.   For 
example,  the  Department  noted  last  year  in  a  response  to  an 
inquiry  from  Senator  Domenici  that  twelve  separate  audits  of  the 
National  Park  Service  Concessions'  Program  were  conducted  in 
fiscal  years  1991  and  1992.   Five  of  the  audits  were  conducted  by 
GAO,  the  other  seven  by  the  Department's  Inspector  General.   Some 
of  the  audits,  particularly  by  the  IG,  were  specific  to 
individual  park  unit's  concessionaire  operations.   Other  audits 
conducted  by  both  organizations  were,  on  the  other  hand,  broad 
Park  Service  system-wide  reviews.   If  a  large  nximber  of  reviews 
are  occurring  in  an  area  that  is  receiving  a  great  deal  of  public 
attention,  it  stands  to  reason  that  program  managers  can  do 
little  else  but  respond  to  the  latest  report  or  audit  and  not 
have  the  time  and  resources  to  address  the  more  fundamental 
issues  and  program  reforms  that  are  needed. 

We  recognize  that,  in  many  instances,  GAO  audits  respond  to 
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Congressional  interest  expressed  by  individual  members  or  by 
committee  staff.   This  interest  may  be  the  driving  force  for 
additional  studies  in  areas  which  are  already  under  review. 
Another  contributing  factor  on  the  IG  side  might  be  the  required 
semi-annual  report  to  Congress  —  which  encourages  IG's  to  focus 
on  areas  which  are  likely  to  show  substantial  savings  or  program 
funds  which  could  be  put  to  better  use.   The  timing  and  content 
of  the  Inspector  General's  semi-annual  report  are  prescribed  by 
the  1988  Amendments  to  the  Inspector  Generals  Act  of  1978.   In 
our  opinion,  these  two  factors,  individual  Congressional  interest 
and  the  prescribed  reporting  requirements,  contribute  to  studies 
in  the  scime  area. 

Second,  we  suggest  that  consideration  be  given  to  providing  an 
additional  section  in  audit  reports  relating  to  the  costs  and 
benefits  of  implementing  audit  recommendations.   Perhaps  that 
section  should  quantify  the  benefits  and  the  costs  that  the  audit 
team  thinks  would  be  derived  from  implementing  its 
recommendations.   Should  a  complete  benefit/cost  analysis  not  be 
possible,  at  a  minimum,  a  cost  analysis  should  be  presented. 
This  framework  would  allow  the  Congress  and  the  Executive  branch 
to  view  audit  recommendations  from  a  cost  effectiveness 
standpoint  —  something  that  is  going  to  become  more  and  more 
important  in  the  future  budgetary  environment  in  which  we  must 
all  live.   Often  Federal  programs  have  laudatory  objectives,  but 
not  all  of  them  can  be  achieved  because  of  other  competing 
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priorities.   Such  an  analysis  of  costs  would  be  helpful  for  both 
program  managers  and  the  Congress  in  deciding  where  to  allocate 
limited  resources. 

Third,  the  release  to  the  media  and  the  public  of  some  audit 
reports  without  providing  the  agency  the  opportunity  to  comment 
on  the  audit  report  has  created  consternation  from  time  to  time. 
We  recognize  that,  on  occasion,  GAO  may  be  instructed  by  Congress 
to  prepare  a  report,  and  be  directed  not  to  provide  a  draft 
report  to  the  agency  for  comment.   This  can  lead  to  reports  and 
recommendations  being  released  to  the  public  without  a  complete 
explanation  of  the  situation,  or  which  can  contain 
recommendations  which  may  not  solve  the  problem.   In  either 
instance,  it  is  difficult  to  envision  how  the  public  is  best 
served  by  this  practice.   We  strongly  recommend  that  GAO  reports 
not  be  released  until  the  audited  organization  or  program  first 
has  the  opportunity  to  comment,  preferably  when  the  report  is 
still  in  a  draft  stage.   We  realize  that  the  premature  release  of 
material  can  originate  from  many  sources,  including  program 
officials  and  study  participants,  but  little  is  achieved  by  the 
premature  release  of  audits  without  some  program  management 
review. 

Fourth,  we  wish  to  comment  on  the  time  allowed  an  audited  agency 
to  respond  to  draft  and  final  reports  —  which  is  30  and  60  days 
respectively.   The  30  and  60  days  is,  in  our  view,  just  the 
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reverse  of  what  is  needed,  since  the  bulk  of  the  comments  (and 
therefore  of  the  work)  are  generated  in  responding  to  the  draft 
report.   We  hear  this  complaint  consistently  from  the  bureaus  and 
offices  which  have  been  reviewed  by  GAO.   We  suggest  that  a  more 
useful  time  allowance  for  reviews  of,  and  responses  to,  GAO 

reports  would  be  45  days  for  drafts  and  45  days  for  finals 

thus,  not  extending  the  total  time,  but  giving  us  more  time  in 
the  initial  phase  when  additional  information  and  clarifications 
are  most  useful. 

There  is  one  other  suggestion  that  we  would  make: 

Perhaps  GAO  needs  to  reconsider  the  advantages  of  its  policy  of 
the  1960 's  and  1970 's  of  planned  rotation  of  staff  between 
program  areas.   This  would  bring  new  views  and  insights  into  the 
process  more  often.   This  is  a  standard  practice  in  the  private 
sector  and  is  required  by  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 
for  certain  classes  of  clients.   Such  a  policy  of  regularly 
planned  rotations  would,  in  our  view,  be  helpful  both  to  the 
agency  and  to  GAO. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  very  pleased  to  have  been  afforded  the 
opportunity  to  address  your  committee  on  this  topic.   We  would 
also  be  happy  to  answer  any  questions  which  you  may  have. 
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Mr.  Shays.  Thank  you.  Before  Ms.  Woolsey  assumes  the  chair, 
are  you  Mr.  Riggs? 

Mr.  Riggs.  Yes. 

Mr.  Shays.  Mr.  Riggs,  we  would  love  to  hear  your  testimony.  We 
kind  of  have  an  eclectic  group  up  here.  We  have  a  department  and 
we  have  employees  and  you  are  probably  wondering  how  we're 
going  to  do  justice  to  both  issues,  and  if  you're  wondering  that, 
we're  wondering  the  same  thing. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  A.  RIGGS,  PRINCIPAL  DEPUTY  ASSIST- 
ANT SECRETARY  FOR  POLICY,  PLANNING,  AND  PROGRAM 
EVALUATION,  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Shays.  My  name  is  John  A.  Riggs 
and  I  am  the  Principal  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for  Policy  at  the 
Department  of  Energy.  The  Department  appreciates  the  oppor- 
tunity to  testify  here  on  General  Accounting  Officer  oversight  of 
our  programs. 

We  are  a  large  Department  with  a  variety  of  programs  and  a 
large  budget.  It  is  entirely  appropriate  and,  indeed,  helpful  for  the 
Congress  to  use  its  investigative  arm  to  audit  or  review  these  pro- 
grams. 

The  Department  believes  that  audits  and  reviews  conducted  by 
the  GAG  are  generally  fair  and  accurate.  There  may  be  instances 
where  the  Department  will  disagree  with  the  recommendations  of 
a  GAG  report,  but  that  does  not  necessarily  make  the  audit  or  re- 
port a  waste  of  time  or  money. 

There  will  definitely  be  times  when  the  employees  of  an  office 
being  audited  will  feel  overburdened,  but  that  does  not  make  an 
audit  less  necessary.  Informed,  constructive  criticism  of  our  work 
can  help  us  do  our  job  more  effectively. 

Very  few  GAG  reviews  and  audit  reports  are  actual  duplications. 
Many  fit  the  description  of  being  variations  of  the  same  topical 
area  or  extensions  of  similar  reports  and,  as  such,  they  often  result 
in  the  collection  of  similar  data. 

But  this  may  be  more  a  reflection  of  the  continuing  congressional 
interest  in  a  topic  or  a  desire  to  pursue  information  in  the  first  re- 
port than  it  is  a  true  duplication.  It  is  my  experience  that  GAG 
tries  very  hard  to  consolidate  requests  when  different  committees 
request  work  in  the  same  area. 

Some  concern  has  been  expressed  in  the  past  about  duplications 
by  the  GAG  and  the  inspectors  general,  and  Mr.  Lamb  just  men- 
tioned this  problem.  In  the  Department  of  Energy  the  GAG  and  the 
inspector  general  have  developed  a  cooperative  working  relation- 
ship. This  relationship  is  designed  to  minimize  overlapping  audit 
coverage  and  to  maximize  the  use  of  scarce  audit  resources. 

From  a  legislative  standpoint  the  IGs  are  required  to,  "Give  par- 
ticular regard  to  the  activities  of  the  Comptroller  General  of  the 
United  States  with  a  view  toward  avoiding  duplication  and  insur- 
ing effective  coordination  and  cooperation." 

The  GAG  under  the  Comptroller  General  performs  its  work  in  a 
reciprocal  fashion.  The  audits  of  the  GAO  often  build  upon  work 
performed  by  the  IGs  and  vice  versa.  There  may  be  some  inadvert- 
ent duplication  of  effort  but  both  organizations  attempt  to  minimize 
potential  overlapping  audit  coverage  through  extensive  coordina- 
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tion  efforts.  For  example,  the  IGs  coordinate  their  annual  work 
plans  with  representatives  of  the  GAO. 

With  regard  to  the  value  of  the  GAO  recommendations,  we  be- 
lieve they  are  often  instrumental  in  improving  program  effective- 
ness by  providing  a  third  party  opinion  on  administrative,  finan- 
cial, or  energy  program  policy  and/or  procedures.  Let  me  give  just 
three  examples. 

As  a  result  of  GAO  testimony  and  the  resulting  recommendation 
on  so-called  uncosted  obligations,  the  Department  of  Energy  has  in- 
stituted a  new  process  for  identifying  and  justifying  uncosted  obli- 
gations included  in  budget  requests  to  the  Congress.  The  Depart- 
ment estimates  this  will  result  in  savings  of  millions  of  dollars. 

Second,  as  a  result  of  GAO  reports  on  the  tank  farm  for  waste 
operated  by  Westinghouse-Hanford,  the  Department  has  made  a 
number  of  changes  in  the  way  the  Department  tests  soil  contami- 
nants from  leaking  tanks  and  oversees  the  tank  farm  operations. 

And,  third,  three  GAO  reports  led  to  major  changes  in  the  way 
the  Lawrence  Livermore  National  Laboratory  maintained  records 
for  classified  documents  and  property  and  the  way  DOE  manages 
oversight  of  the  laboratory. 

In  addition,  I  know  from  personal  experience  as  a  congressional 
committee  staffer  that  the  GAO  did  valuable  work  on  alternative 
fuels  when  DOE  and  the  administration  were  moving  at  a  glacial 
pace.  Their  work  formed  an  important  part  of  the  basis  of  the  Al- 
ternative Motor  Fuels  Act  of  1988  and  subsequent  legislation  such 
as  the  Clean  Air  Act  and  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  last  year. 

This  concludes  my  prepared  remarks  and  I  would  be  happy  to 
answer  questions. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Riggs  follows:] 
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My  name  is  John  A.  Riggs,  and  I  am  the  Principal  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Pohcy,  Planning  and  Program  Evaluation  at  the  Department 
of  Energy. 

The  Department  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  on 
General  Accounting  Office  oversight  of  our  programs. 

We  are  a  large  Department  with  a  variety  of  programs  and  a  large  budget 
It  is  entirely  appropriate   —  and  indeed  helpful  -  for  the  Congress  to  use 
its  investigative  arm  to  audit  or  review  these  programs.  The  Department 
believes  that  audits  and  reviews  conducted  by  the  GAO  are  generally  fair 
and  accurate.   There  may  be  instances  where  the  Department  will  disagree 
with  the  recommendations  of  a  GAO  report,  but  that  does  not  necessarily 
make  the  audit  or  report  a  waste  of  time  or  money.  There  will  definitely 
be  times  when  the  employees  of  an  office  being  audited  will  feel 
overburdened,  but  that  does  not  make  an  audit  less  necessary.   Informed, 
constructive  criticism  of  our  work  can  help  us  do  our  job  more  effectively. 

Very  few  GAO  reviews  and  audit  reports  are  actual  duplications.   Many  fit 
the  description  of  being  variations  of  the  same  topical  area  or  extensions  of 
similar  reports,  and  as  such,  often  result  in  the  collection  of  similar  data. 
But  this  may  be  more  a  reflection  of  continuing  Congressional  interest  in  a 
topic  or  a  desire  to  pursue  information  in  the  first  report  than  it  is  tnie 
duplication.   It  is  my  experience  that  GAO  tries  to  consolidate  requests 
when  different  committees  request  work  in  the  same  general  area. 

Some  concern  has  been  expressed  in  the  past  about  duplications  by  the 
GAO  and  the  Inspectors  General.   The  GAO  and  the  Inspectors  General 
have  developed  a  cooperative  working  relationship.  This  relationship  is 
designed  to  minimize  overlapping  audit  coverage  and  to  maximize  the  use 
of  the  scarce  audit  resources. 
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From  a  legislative  standpoint,  the  Inspectors  General  are  required  to  "give 
particular  regard  to  the  activities  of  the  Comptroller  General  of  the  United 
States  with  a  view  toward  avoiding  duplication  and  insuring  effective 
coordination  and  cooperation."   The  General  Accounting  Office  under  the 
Comptroller  General  performs  its  work  in  a  reciprocal  fashion.   The  audits 
of  the  GAO  often  buUd  upon  work  performed  by  the  Inspectors  General, 
and  the  GAO  frequently  cites  the  work  of  the  Inspectors  General  in  its 
reports  to  Congress. 

There  may  be  some  inadvertent  duplication  of  effort,  but  both  organizations 
attempt  to  minimize  potential  overlapping  audit  coverage  through  extensive 
coordination  efforts.   For  example,  the  Inspectors  General  coordinate  their 
annual  work  plans  with  representatives  of  the  General  Accounting  Office. 
Also,  periodic  meetings  are  held  between  representatives  of  the  General 
Accounting  Office  and  the  Inspectors  General  to  discuss  current  and 
planned  audit  efforts.   Further,  Members  of  Congress,  requesting  specific 
audit  coverage,  are  made  aware  of  ongoing  reviews  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office  and  the  Inspectors  General  diat  are  pertinent  to  their 
request. 

With  regard  to  the  value  of  GAO  recommendations,  we  believe  they  are 
often  instrumental  in  improving  program  effectiveness  by  providing  a  third 
party  opinion  on  administrative,  financial,  or  energy  program  policy  and/or 
procedures.   For  example; 

o        As  a  result  of  GAO  testimony  and  the  resulting 

recommendation  on  "uncosted  obligations,"  the  Department  has 
instituted  a  new  process  for  identifying  and  justifying  uncosted 
obligations  included  in  budget  requests  to  Congress.   The 
Department  estimates  that  this  will  result  in  savings  in  the 
millions  of  dollars. 

o        As  a  result  of  GAO  reports  on  the  tank  farm  operated  by 

Westinghouse-Hanford,  the  Department  has  made  a  number  of 
changes  in  the  way  the  Department  tests  soil  contaminants  from 
leaking  tanks  and  oversees  the  tank  farm  operations. 


239 


o        Three  GAO  reports  led  to  major  changes  in  the  way  the 

Lawrence  Livermore  National  Laboratory  maintained  records 
for  classified  documents  and  property  and  the  way  DOE 
managed  its  oversight  of  the  Laboratory. 

In  addition,  I  know  from  personal  experience  as  a  Congressional 
Committee  staffer  that  the  GAO  did  valuable  work  on  alternative  fuels 
when  DOE  and  the  Administration  were  moving  at  a  glacial  pace.   Their 
work  formed  an  important  part  of  the  basis  of  the  Alternative  Motor  Fuels 
Act  of  1988  and  subsequent  legislation. 

This  concludes  my  remarks.   I  would  be  happy  to  respond  to  questions  at 
the  appropriate  time. 
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Ms.  WOOLSEY  [presiding].  Thank  you  all.  I  think  we'll  just  go 
down  through  the — well,  there  aren't  very  many  of  us.  We'll  start 
with  Representative  Green. 

Do  you  have  any  questions?  Oh,  you're  leaving.  Mr.  Shays. 

Mr.  Shays.  What  I  would  love  to  do  is  just  to  make  sure  from 
those  employees  at  GAO  that  we're  meeting  your  needs  and  hear- 
ing your  story,  but  I  would  also  love  to  be  able  to  take  advantage 
of  your  experience  involved  with  the  reports  because  the  focus  basi- 
caUy  that  I  am  hearing  from  the  department  heads  relates  to  this 
whole  issue  of  being  able  to  respond  to  reports  and  preliminary 
drafts  and  being  able  to  deal  with  them  and  so  on. 

We  have  a  need  here  for  a  timeliness  of  the  reports  and  so  on, 
but  if  I  could  I  would  just  like  to  just  be  clear.  The  basic  message 
I  get  is  that  you're  concerned  that  Congress  is  looking  to  downsize 
a  bit  in  government  and  GAO  is  a  part  of  that  and  you're  not  hear- 
ing from  your  management  exactly  how  you  are  going  to  be  af- 
fected. That's  one  message. 

The  other  message  I'm  hearing  is  that  in  terms  of  just  the  ability 
to  perform  your  tasks  you  don't  have  the  kind  of  equipment  and 
so  on  necessary  to  do  your  job. 

What  else  do  you  want  me  to  hear  other  than  those  two  mes- 
sages? And  I  would  just  open  it  up  to  any  of  those  employees  at 
GAO  who  have  come. 

Ms.  Glandorf.  In  the  area  of  reporting  I  think  we  could  gain  ef- 
ficiencies and  save  resources  if  the  audit  teams  that  did  the  work 
come  up  to  the  Hill  along  with  whatever  higher  level  managers  in 
headquarters  are  required  and  report  our  findings  and  analyses 
quickly  and  directly  to  the  people  on  the  Hill  that  are  involved  and 
then  our  customers  on  the  Hill  can  help  us  decide  whether  addi- 
tional reporting  is  required. 

One  of  the  examples  that  I  can  think  of  several  years  ago,  I  was 
diverted  briefly  from  a  minerals  management,  service  job  to  look 
into  the  issue  of  single  payers.  The  House  Interior  Insular  Affairs 
Committee  wanted  to  know  more  about  that  issue  and  whether  the 
single-payer  concept  should  be  more  widely  applied. 

We  took  3  weeks  to  check  it  out,  came  up,  gave  a  briefing.  Noth- 
ing fancy.  Took  IV2  hours,  answered  questions.  They  said,  "That's 
all  we  needed  to  know.  Thanks.  You  can  get  back  to  your  other 
work." 

I  think  there  are  opportunities  to  do  that  more  often.  I  think  that 
we  don't  need  to  do  as  many  full-blown  products  as  we  have  his- 
torically and  I  think  that  you  in  the  Congress  can  help  us  work  on 
that  and  can  then  do  more  with  the  fewer  resources  that  we're 
going  to  have  down  the  line. 

Mr.  Horn.  Would  the  gentleman  yield  so  I  could  pursue  that 
point? 

Mr.  Shays.  Definitely. 

Mr.  Horn.  That's  a  very  interesting  comment  and  I  have  found 
in  some  of  those  sessions  not  only  with  GAO  but  with  other  agen- 
cies that  often  you  get  more  reality  and,  as  you  suggest,  or  more 
responsive  than  when  you  put  it  all  in  writing  and  have  to  go 
through  the  review  process. 

How  do  the  various  studies — you  are  still  with  the  Denver  re- 
gional office,  I  take  it. 
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Ms.  Glandorf.  That's  correct,  yes. 

Mr.  Horn.  Out  of  the  studies  you  do  out  of  the  Denver  office, 
what  proportion  are  formal  written  reports  versus  the  type  of  in- 
vestigation that  you  are  talking  about  where  you  do  a  thorough 
study,  in  your  judgment,  go  back  to  whoever  has  requested  that 
study,  and  tell  them  what  tne  lay  of  the  land  is? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  I  can't  tell  you  what  the  percentage  would  be. 

Mr.  Horn.  I  mean  is  it  like  half?  Is  it  10  percent? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  My  guess  would  be  that  we  much  more  often 
than  not  come  out  with  a  formal  product  of  some  kind. 

Mr.  Horn.  Now  let's  just  describe  for  the  committee  the  review 
process  the  informal  approach  requires.  You  mentioned  perhaps 
bringing  a  senior  level  executive.  Would  that  include  someone  from 
Washington  if  you  were  doing  a  Denver  study? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  That's  right.  In  the  case  that  I  cited  the  Assist- 
ant Director  and  the  Issue  Area  Director  accompanied  me  to  the 
briefing.  They  made  the  introductions  and  sat  there  to  answer 
questions  but,  basically,  they  did  not  participate  in  the  direct  re- 
porting. 

Mr.  Horn.  If  that  were  a  written  report,  describe  for  the  commit- 
tee what  levels  would  the  written  report  have  to  go  through,  and 
name  each  one  starting  with  you. 

Ms.  Glandorf.  These  days  in  our  region  the  local  level  of  review 
is  much  less  than  it  used  to  be. 

Mr.  Horn.  What  did  it  used  to  be  and  what  is  it  now? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  It  used  to  be  that  there  would  be  a  regional  man- 
agement representative  layer  above  myself  There  would  be  a  plan- 
ning and  reporting  assistant  regional  manager  that  would  take  his 
cut  at  it.  Sometimes  the  regional  manager  himself  would  review  it 
and  provide  input.  It  would  go  to  the  division  there,  an  Assistant 
Director. 

Mr.  Horn.  The  division  in  Washington? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  That's  right. 

Mr.  Horn.  From  the  regional  office.  In  the  region,  do  we  call 
them  managers,  do  we,  not  Directors? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  That's  right. 

Mr.  Horn.  The  regional  manager  has  put  his  OK  on  it;  the  re- 
port is  then  transmitted  to  the  relevant  division  in  Washington? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  Mm-hmm. 

Mr.  Horn.  What  happens  there? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  These  days  the  assistant  regional  manager  and 
regional  manager  do  not  normally  have  a  review  layer.  They  see 
the  report  but  they  don't  perform  a  review  function,  don't  edit, 
don't  make  suggestions  for  changes. 

Mr.  Horn.  So  your  work  now  goes  directly  from  you  doing  the 
work  to  the  regional  manager? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  To  these  days  goes  directly  to  the  divisional  As- 
sistant Director. 

Mr.  Horn.  I  see. 

Ms.  Glandorf.  That's  right. 

Mr.  Horn.  So  there  is  no  regional  Director  review  then? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  That's  right. 

Mr.  Horn.  They  are  simply  administering  the  office  more  than 
reviewing  substantive  comments? 
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Ms.  Glandorf.  That's  right.  That  has  changed. 

Mr.  Horn.  OK.  Did  that  change  with  the  pay  for  performance 
system?  Was  it  simultaneous? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  It  was  not.  It  came  probably  IV2  years  ago  or  so. 

Mr.  Horn.  So  then  describe  the  Washington  review.  You  are  in 
a  division.  What  happens? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  It  depends  on  the  division.  Some  still  have  as- 
signment managers;  others  do  not.  There  is  the  Assistant  Director 
layer,  the  Issue  Area  Director  in  most  cases,  or  associate.  There 
can  be  an  associate  layer. 

Mr.  Horn.  Sure.  Wlien  you  say  Assistant  Director  layer,  spell  it 
out.  Are  there  two  or  three  Assistant  Directors  getting  into  the  re- 
view or  just  one? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  No,  normally  just  one. 

Mr.  Horn.  Just  one? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  Mm-hmm. 

Mr.  Horn.  And  give  a  title  with  it.  Make  it  up  if  you  have  to  but 
I  want  to  get  a  feel  for  how  much  of  the  subject  matter  is  in  that 
review,  or  is  that  a  functional  review  by  the  legal  staff  or  some 
other  staffing  agency  that  is  dealing  on  a  functional,  not  a  sub- 
stantive, issue  basis? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  The  Assistant  Director  is  a  strong  working  level 
type  review.  The  legal  review  may  or  may  not  be  rigorous,  depend- 
ing on  whether  there  are  legal  issues  involved  in  the  report. 

The  chief  economist  may  or  may  not  be  involved,  again,  depend- 
ing on  the  topic.  The  associate  Issue  Area  Director  if  there  is  one, 
is  usually  a  substantive  reviewer.  It  goes  on  up  to  Issue  Area  Di- 
rector, then  to  planning  and  reporting  level  within  the  division. 

That  person  usually  takes  a  good  cut  at  it  and  in  some  cases 
these  reviews  are  concurrent,  not  necessarily  sequential.  There 
may  be  as  many  as  four  or  five  different  folks  looking  at  a  particu- 
lar version  at  one  time  and  these  are  all  assembled  and  someone 
wades  through  the  whole  thing  and  tries  to  distill  it. 

Mr.  Horn.  Well,  who  is  that  someone  normally  that  pulls  it  to- 
gether and  decides  who  speaks  for  GAO  in  the  written  report? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  The  Issue  Area  Director  has  a  strong  responsibil- 
ity in  that  case  and  the  Assistant  Comptroller  General  for  that  di- 
vision often  has  responsibility.  Mr.  Bowsher  himself  sometimes 
gets  the  final  copy.  Sometimes  he  signs  the  report,  sometimes  the 
Assistant  Comptroller  General,  head  of  the  division,  signs  the  re- 
port. The  buck  stops  with  Mr.  Bowsher  and,  as  I  understand  it,  he 
often  does  review  reports  personally. 

Mr.  Horn.  Now,  have  you  found,  based  on  your  experience,  that 
the  report  is  "watered  down"  along  the  line  as  to  not  be  offensive 
either  to  the  Congress  or  the  executive  agency  involved? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  That  has  not  been  my  experience. 

Mr.  Horn.  Has  it  been  toughened  along  the  Hne? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  At  times. 

Mr.  Horn.  In  other  words,  the  regional  office  wimped  out,  as 
they  would  say?  [Laughter.] 

Ms.  Glandorf.  Sometimes  the  headquarters  people  will  bring  to 
bear  their  corporate  knowledge  that  the  regional  people  may  not 
have,  and  they  draw  from  prior  work  and  say,  "We  can  apply  that 
here  and  make  this  stronger." 
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Mr.  Horn.  So  you  don't  feel  that  we  are  being  denied  an  objec- 
tive, straightforward  review  by  all  of  that  review  process?  Because 
all  we  are  seeing  is  that  written  product  that  comes  to  the  Con- 
gress. We  don't  know  which  personalities  got  into  choosing  this 
word  over  that  word 

Ms.  Glandorf.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Horn  [continuing].  Or  what  the  context  is  and  what  their  ex- 
perience is  versus  our  experience.  We  might  have  deep,  substantive 
knowledge,  some  members  on  the  committee;  the  rest  of  us  might 
have  no  knowledge;  so  we  have  to  have  great  faith  in  what  those 
words  mean. 

Ms.  Glandorf.  I  have  not  seen  manipulation  for  political  pur- 
poses. I  have  seen  changes  occur. 

Mr.  Horn.  It  is  not  political  purposes  that  bother  me  so  much 
as  bureaucratic  culture  purposes,  if  you  know  what  I  mean.  These 
agencies  have  a  culture.  It  doesn't  matter  whether  you're  a  Demo- 
crat or  Republican.  I  feel  sorry  for  both  that  have  to  run  most  agen- 
cies. 

You  have  a  sort  of,  "This  is  what  we  do;  this  is  how  we  do  it; 
we  tried  that  12  years  ago,  it  didn't  work,  don't  try  it  again"  cul- 
ture— that  is  what  I  am  talking  about — and  it  varies,  agency  by 
agency.  I'm  just  curious.  Does  GAO  sort  of  get  through  that  cul- 
ture? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  Do  we  get  caught  up  in  it? 

Mr.  Horn.  Or  do  you  get  caught  up  in  it,  too,  with  your  own  cul- 
ture? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  I  would  be  interested  to  hear  what  the  gen- 
tleman meant  when  he  was  referring  to  rotation  of  auditors.  I  don't 
know  whether  he  believes  that  we  should  rotate  them  more  or  less. 

Mr.  Lamb.  More. 

Ms.  Glandorf.  More.  OK 

Mr.  Lamb.  More. 

Ms.  Glandorf.  I  have  in  the  past  seen  headquarters  people  that 
worked  for  many  years  in  an  issue  area  who  were  influenced  to 
some  extent  in  their  message  by  their — how  do  I  put  this — by  their 
experience  and  their  affiliation,  their  strong,  long  affiliation  with 
the  people  that  we  were  auditing;  and  our  recommendations  turned 
out  differently  than  we  who  had  done  the  field  work  felt  was  indi- 
cated. 

Mr.  Horn.  That  is  a  very  serious  situation. 

Ms.  Glandorf.  That  has  happened  now  and  then. 

Mr.  Horn.  Is  it  mostly  then  or  is  it  now? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  That,  I  think,  is  one  of  the  cautions  that  accom- 
pany issue  area  specialization,  which  the  agency  is  moving  toward 
more  strongly  now  than  we  have  in  the  past.  Tnere  are  some  good 
things  and  some  bad  things  about  that. 

Mr.  Horn.  What  are  the  bad  things,  to  pinpoint  them? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  I  think  a  bad  thing,  as  I  described,  is  where  one 
develops  an  affiliation  with  the  people  that  you  audit  and  perhaps 
may  not  be  as  objective  as  you  could  be. 

Mr.  Horn.  Is  tne  affiliation  based  on  past  government  experience 
or  is  the  affiliation  that  the  individuals  as  they  rise  up  the  hier- 
archy might  have  had  certain  job  assignments  that  caused  them  to 
develop  relationships  with  the  agencies  they  were  evaluating? 
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Ms.  Glandorf.  The  latter,  I  would  say. 

Mr.  Horn.  The  latter? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  Yes. 

Mr.  Horn.  I  didn't  mean  to  get  into  this  in  such  depth. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  You  have  asked  some  good  questions,  Mr.  Horn. 

Mr.  Horn.  Before  they  leave,  I  do  have  one  more  question,  but 
it  is  not  on  this  that  I  asked  the  gentleman  to  yield.  So  back  to 
you. 

Mr.  Shays.  I  am  happy  to  yield.  The  bottom  line  to  my  first  ques- 
tion, though,  in  terms  of  meeting  your  needs  about  your  concern 
about  where  the  department  is  and  conditions  there,  I  want  to 
make  sure  we  deal  with  that  and  then  I  want  to  really  just  pursue 
the  kind  of  questions. 

So,  Ms.  McKinney,  did  you  have  any  comment  that  you  want  to 
make  other  than  those  two  points? 

Ms.  McKinney.  We  represent  an  employee  group  of  about  2,100 
people.  We  have  national  meetings  twice  a  year  where  our  regional 
staff  come  in,  we  get  together,  and  we  talk  about  issues  of  concern 
to  band  H  and  GS-13  and  14  employees. 

By  being  invited  to  this  hearing  today,  you  have  provided  us  with 
a  forum  to  make  very  public  our  concerns  and  our  priorities  to  our 
management.  We  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Shays.  Good.  If  we  have  met  that  need,  then,  let  me  just 
pursue  this,  and  we  really  are  running  out  of  time  here.  I  want  to 
just  get  into  this  whole  issue. 

Ms.  Wooi^EY.  Mr.  Shays. 

Mr.  Shays.  Yes. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  Let's  talk  about  time.  I  would  like  to  ask  some 
questions,  too. 

Mr.  Shays.  What  would  you  like  to  do? 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  Can  you  finish  this  thought  and  then  I  would  like 
to  ask  some  questions,  so  we  can  be  out  of  here  in  time  to  vote? 

Mr.  Shays.  No,  we  will  have  to  come  back,  then. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  You  do? 

Mr.  Shays.  Yes.  We  will  have  to  come  back. 

Ms.  WoOLSEY.  All  right. 

Mr.  Shays.  So  do  you  want  to  just  adjourn  for  a  little? 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  OK.  Shall  we  go  vote  and  come  back?  We  will  re- 
cess for  20  minutes. 

[Recess  taken.] 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  I  am  going  to  ask  a  few  questions,  and  then  we 
will  allow  other  members  to  ask  questions  before  we  hear  from  the 
second  panel.  But  I  would  like  to  ask  the  staff  to  stay  with  us.  If 
any  of  those  questions  need  to  be  cross-answered  or  something,  we 
would  like  to  hear  from  you,  if  that  will  work  for  you  and  your 
schedule.  Good.  Thank  you. 

I  am  a  human  resources  professional,  with  25  years  of  experience 
and,  when  I  read  the  report  from  Ms.  McKinney,  I  was  horrified 
at  the  lack  of  trust.  Then  the  word  "honesty"  just  sent  up  a  great 
big  red  fiag  for  me.  As  a  Member  of  the  Congress,  I  was  wondering 
if  you  meant  honesty  within  the  Department,  between  managers 
and  their  employees  or  did  you  mean  honesty  to  the  public  and  to 
the  Congress? 
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Ms.  McKiNNEY.  The  questionnaire  addressed  different  levels  of 
trust.  The  questionnaire  went  out  to  all  employees  and  asked  about 
different  levels  of  trust.  Initially,  "Do  you  trust  your  immediate  su- 
pervisor?" The  response  rate  to  that  was  fairly  high. 

As  we  progressed  along  each  level  of  management  until  we  got 
to  the  upper  level  management,  which  was  the  24  percent  number 
that  I  cited  earlier,  the  levels  of  trust  declined. 

So  what  we  are  talking  about  is  within  the  agency,  although  I 
would  like  to  say  that,  in  my  18  years  in  government,  9  of  wnich 
has  been  at  GAO  and  9  in  the  executive  branch,  this  agency  is  not 
unique.  This  is  not  something  different  than  I  have  found  in  the 
other  agencies  in  which  I  have  worked,  but  we  certainly  would  like 
to  improve  it. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Then  that  is  my  other  question.  What  would  be 
your  recommendations,  what  are  your  suggestions  for  improving 
this  level  of  trust,  and  it  is  really  communication,  between  the  diN 
ferent  levels  of  management  and  staff? 

Ms.  McKlNNEY.  Well,  it  is.  Open  and  honest  communication  is 
going  to  be  the  basis  for  trust,  and  we  have  started  seeing  some 
of  that  recently.  The  agency  has  started  to  initiate  total  quality 
management  and,  in  doing  that,  lower-level  staff  have  been  in- 
volved on  task  teams  and  research  groups  in  the  areas  that  would 
affect  the  way  that  we  do  our  work  and  how  we  work  within  the 
agency. 

It  is  important  that  we  maintain  positions  on  those  committees 
and,  while  we  recognize  that  it  is  management's  prerogative  to 
make  the  decisions,  we  certainly  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  have 
input  into  these  decisions. 

The  regional  study  is  a  good  example.  Mr.  Bowsher  announced 
that  some  offices  would  be  closed,  and  I  think  it  would  be  very 
helpful  to  our  people  if  he  would  go  ahead  and  very  quickly  an- 
nounce which  offices  those  are  and  what  is  going  to  happen  to  the 
people  who  work  there. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  So  it  is  getting  down  to  communication. 

Ms.  McKiNNEY.  Yes,  it  is. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  Up-down  communication. 

Ms.  McKiNNEY.  Well,  it's  two-way  communication.  We  would  like 
to  believe  that  when  we  speak,  while  management  may  not  agree 
with  our  views,  they  do  listen  and  respect  the  fact  that  we  have 
them. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  Thank  you.  I  have  a  question  of  you,  Ms. 
Wolslayer.  Since  a  lot  of  what  has  been  going  on  at  the  GAO  re- 
cently has  been  expanding  some  of  the  duties  and  some  of  the  pur- 
poses, I  am  curious  to  know  if  we  are  keeping  in  step  with  tech- 
nology and  if  the  agency  has  the  tools  and  equipment  and  the  tech- 
nology necessary  to  do  the  jobs  that  are  required. 

Ms.  Wolslayer.  As  I  said  in  my  statement,  I  think  one  of  the 
major  concerns  to  the  band  I  staff  is  the  lack  of  tools  to  do  our  job. 
I'm  not  saying  that  we  don't  have  any  tools,  but  they  are  not  al- 
ways up  to  the  standards  that  we  would  like. 

Some  67  percent  of  our  computers  are  286  or  below.  We  walk 
into  agencies  and  486  is  all  you  see  on  their  desks.  Coming  from 
the  Information  Management  and  Technology  Division,  we  would 
audit  other  agencies  and  tell  them  how  to  procure  their  hardware 
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and  software  and,  frankly,  it  was  embarrassing  for  some  of  us 
when  they  would  ask  us,  "Well,  what  do  you  have?" 

We  are  trying  to  do  a  better  job.  I  know  management  is  really 
trying  to  get  us  the  tools  to  do  our  job  but  as  the  budget  had 
slowed  down  the  procurement  process  of  those  tools,  we  haven't 
been  receiving  quite  what  we  would  like  to.  Management  imple- 
ments a  trickle-down  effect,  where  the  band  I's  are  the  last  ones 
to  receive  the  machines  and  the  machines  are  a  low  quality,  even 
though  we  may  be  the  ones  doing  more  of  the  analyses  and  need 
that  higher  power  software  and  hardware  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Hall.  If  I  could  add,  I  think  also  an  issue  is  the  timeliness 
issue,  that  if  we  had  more  adequate  computer  resources,  we  could 
provide  information  in  a  lot  more  timely  manner.  In  some  cases,  we 
are  not  able  to  interact  with  agency  data  bases  because  our  soft- 
ware is  a  step  behind. 

Ms.  WoOLSEY.  I  can  tell  you,  just  a  business  person,  I  have  come 
here  and  been  just  appalled  at  what  a  low-tech  environment  the 
House  works  in.  We  have  so  many  expectations  on  us  that  I  think 
we  should  be  always  at  the  leading  edge  for  what  we  need  to  do. 

With  this,  are  you  seeing  some  of  the  brighter  and  better  employ- 
ees talking  about  leaving?  Are  the  young,  the  newcomers  that  we 
would  like  to  have,  not  coming  because  we  aren't  competitive,  or 
because  the  atmosphere  won't  create  a  need  or  a  desire  to  come  to 
work  for  the  agency? 

Mr.  Hall.  If  I  could  comment,  first  of  all,  the  hiring  freeze  has 
eliminated  anybody  coming  in.  That  has  been  in  place,  I  believe, 
the  last  2  years.  But  before  the  hiring  freeze,  we  are  still  being 
overwhelmed  with  applications  from  undergraduates  and  grad- 
uates, and  I  believe  that  upwards  of  70  percent  or  so  of  our  hires 
do  have  graduate  degrees.  So  it  probably  has  not  inhibited  our  abil- 
ity to  track  the  best  people. 

Ms.  Woolsey.  That  is  good  to  know.  All  right.  Thank  you.  I 
would  like  to  recognize  the  gentleman  from  Florida,  Mr.  Mica. 

Mr.  Mica.  I  thank  the  Chair  and  I  have  several  questions  for  the 
employee  representatives,  Ms.  McKinney  and  Ms.  Wolslayer. 

I  looked  at  your  budget  here,  and  the  budgets  decrease  from  1992 
to  1993  by  some,  say,  $7  million.  Under  the  National  Performance 
Review,  the  agencies  are  asked  to  cut  12  percent  and  I  think,  be- 
cause you  don't  provide  any  public  assistance  or  welfare  programs 
and,  given  the  tenor  of  this  Congress,  that  you  will  probably  be  the 
victims  of  further  cuts  and  downsizing. 

Now,  my  question  to  you  both  is,  having  been  in  business  too,  I 
know  that  employees  are  really,  you  know,  you  are  where  the  rub- 
ber meets  the  road.  You  do  the  work  and  probably  receive  the  least 
amount  of  compensation.  But,  given  these  constraints  and  given 
your  position — are  these  folks  sworn?  Were  you  all  sworn  in  or  not? 
OK  You  are  just  testifying  before  Congress,  a  committee  of  the 
Congress,  and  be  truthful  with  me  now. 

You  all  are  close  to  this.  Can't  we  cut  more  out  of  the  administra- 
tion of  GAO?  If  we  are  going  to  make  future  cuts,  is  that  where 
we  should  go  or  should  we  start  slicing  more  employees? 

Ms.  McKiNNKY.  If  you  want  to  slice  employees,  are  you  going  to 
slice  your  requests  proportionately? 
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Mr.  Mica.  I  will  give  you  an  example.  The  Post  Office  cut  25,000 
administrative  personnel.  You  only  have  5,050  personnel.  But  with 
the  Washington  staff,  I  understand  half  the  staff  is  in  Washington 
and  half  is  outside.  If  you  were  going  to  cut  your  employees,  do  you 
think  we  could  make  some  cuts  in  the  administrative  operations  of 
GAO,  if  we  have  to  make  cuts,  without  affecting  performance? 
Come  on,  be  truthful.  Go  ahead. 

Ms.  McKiNNEY.  That  is  an  incredibly  difficult  question.  Part  of 
our  administrative  staff  right  now  is  to  move  us  forward  into  a  tied 
computer  system,  a  LAN  system.  When  we  get  that,  we  should  all 
be  a  little  more  efficient.  But,  at  this  point  in  time,  I  think  it  would 
be  very  difficult  to  cut  out  the  support  and  administrative  staff  who 
are  putting  that  into  place. 

Mr.  Mica.  So  you  don't  see  any  fat  or  overhead?  I've  signed  onto 
legislation  that  would  require  each  agency  to  reduce  its  administra- 
tive overhead  5  percent  for  the  next  5  years.  You  don't  think  we 
could  do  that? 

Ms.  McKiNNEY.  All  I'm  saying  is  that  if  we  have  to  take  cuts,  we 
definitely  will  take  cuts,  but  how  it  will  affect  the  efficient  oper- 
ation of  the  agency,  I  am  at  a  level  where  I  can't  really  address 
that. 

Mr.  Mica.  Would  you  want  to  respond? 

Ms.  WoLSLAYER.  I  would  agree  that  we  wouldn't  like  employees 
cut.  We  do  need  the  support.  Maybe  as  the  technology  is  phased 
in,  some  cuts  could  be  made,  but  I  don't  see  that  in  the  near  future. 

Like  we  said  earlier,  75  percent  of  our  budget  is  employees  and, 
over  the  past  couple  years,  our  products  have  increased  more,  by 
over  200  assignments,  and  our  staff  has  decreased  by  200.  So  we 
have  less  and  less  people  to  do  more  and  more  work.  Some  of  the 
administrative  staff  are  taking  on  extra  responsibilities  so  that,  as 
band  I  starts  to  do  more  band  Il-type  duties,  a  band  I  can  look  to 
an  administrative  staff  to  help  out  with  their  duties  as  well. 

Mr.  Mica.  Let  me  tell  you  where  we  are  here  in  the  Congress. 
If  your  budget  is  reduced  and  you  are  telling  me  you  don't  have  the 
tools  to  perform  the  tasks  that  you  are  mandated  to,  you  are  given 
additional  tasks,  you've  hired  no  additional  staff,  then  why  not  look 
at  privatizing  GAO's  responsibility? 

You  did  approximately  960  reports  last  year  at  a  cost  of  $45,333 
apiece.  You  don't  have  the  equipment  to  do  the  job.  You  don't  have 
the  personnel  to  do  the  job.  You're  being  cut.  Maybe  we  should — 
I  guess  Arthur  Andersen  and  Price  Waterhouse  and  some  of 
these — now,  some  of  those  are  little,  small  reports  and  some  of 
those  are  big  reports.  But  maybe  we  should  look  at  dismantling 
more  of  the  agency  and  the  employees  and  going  to  contract  serv- 
ices. Maybe  we  could  get  more  bang  for  the  buck. 

What  would  you  say  to  a  Member  of  Congress  that  posed  that 
question? 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Would  you  yield  to  me  a  minute,  Mr.  Mica?  Do 
you  think  that  that  would  be  a  fairer  question  to  ask  to  Mr. 
Bowsher? 

Mr.  Mica.  No,  I  think  that  it's  fair  to  the  employees,  because 
they  are  under  some  constraints  here  and  they  also  are  conducting 
the  studies,  and  they  are  really  doing  the  work  in  these  agencies, 
and  they  are  seeing  their  resources  cut  by  this  Congress,  and  they 
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are  telling  us  that  they  don't  have  the  tools  to  do  the  job.  You  just 
testified  to  that. 

So  I  pose  this.  Maybe  we  should  do  that.  You  might  make  more 
in  the  private  sector,  too,  than  as  government  employees. 

Ms.  WoLSLAYER.  The  government  does  pay  the  contractors  a  lit- 
tle bit  more.  I  think  we  do  a  good  job.  I  think  we  make  do  with 
what  we  have.  True,  we  could  be  more  timely  with  our  products 
had  we  had  better  tools,  but  we  are  very  proud  of  the  work  we  do 
and  we  do  indepth  work. 

Where  I'm  working  now,  I'm  in  a  unique  situation,  in  that  I  am 
working  with  a  contractor  that  is  doing  a  portion  of  an  audit,  and 
I  feel  that  GAO  has  a  more  holistic  approach,  and  then  we  work 
our  way  down  and  we  get  very  detailed,  whereas  contractors  tend 
to  be  less  indepth  on  an  issue.  We  achieve  a  corporate  knowledge, 
and  I  think  it  aids  greatly  in  helping  GAO  do  audits  year  after  year 
at  Federal  agencies. 

I  think  we  do  some  good  work,  and  I  do  see  a  definite  need  for 
the  General  Accounting  Office. 

Ms.  McKiNNEY.  We  sat  in  on  these  hearings  on  Tuesday,  and  we 
heard  the  completeness  and  objectivity  of  GAO's  work  being  ques- 
tioned in  some  cases.  I  think  you  would  only  exacerbate  that  if  you 
moved  to  a  contractor  situation. 

Contractors  work  very  specifically  with  the  requests  that  you 
give  them.  One  of  the  things  that  we  do  when  we  go  out  to  do  a 
program  evaluation  or  an  audit  is  to  go  forward  with  the  charge 
of  looking  at  a  program  and  maybe  looking  at  it  in  a  very  specific 
way.  That  is  what  you  would  tell  a  contractor  and  that  is  what 
they  would  do. 

But  we  further  go  out  and  perhaps  discover  something  that 
needs  to  be  additionally  addressed  to  provide  a  balanced  view  and, 
certainly,  a  more  reasonable  picture  of  what  the  initial  question 
was.  I'm  not  sure  that  you  would  find  that  same  level  of  objectivity 
in  a  contracting  situation. 

Mr.  Mica.  The  final  question,  and  we  will  go  back  to  Tuesday, 
is  I  heard  a  tale  of  slight  distortions,  slight  prejudices,  slight  spins 
that  were  put  on  reports  to  the  Congress.  Are  you  saying  that  con- 
tractors are  less  objective  than 

Ms.  McKlNNEY.  No,  sir,  I'm  not  saying  that  they  are  less  objec- 
tive. What  I  am  saying  is  that  you  can  certainly 

Mr.  Mica.  We  can't  direct  them? 

Ms.  McKlNNEY.  You  can  direct  them  more  so  than  I  believe  you 
can  direct  a  GAO  evaluator. 

Mr.  Mica.  I  thank  the  employees.  I  don't  mean  to  be  rough  on 
you,  but  I  want  you  to  realize  some  of  the  thoughts  that  go  through 
our  minds  as  we  budget  and  face  additional  cuts  here  in  the  Con- 
gress. I  thank  the  Chair  and  yield  back. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  Thank  you,  but  don't  go  away.  We're  really  appre- 
ciating your  insight.  Let's  move  on  to  the  second  half  of  the  panel 
and  ask  questions  and  get  some  discussion  going  here. 

I  do  have  a  question  of  Mr.  Lamb,  and  it's  about  rotation.  As  a 
human  resources  professional,  1  see  that  as  a  very  good  way  to 
train  people  and  make  them  have  deeper  and  wider  experience  and 
become  much,  much  more  valuable.  I  can  also  see  that  as  a  way 
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to  make  sure  people  don't  get  co-opted  by  becoming  too  comfortable 
with  their  client,  even  though  it's  the  rest  of  the  government. 

How  do  you  see  that  working?  It  could  also  work  the  other  way 
around,  where  people  don't  know  enough  that  they  are  able  to  come 
up  with  some  really  good  results. 

Mr.  Lamb.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Woolsey.  I  failed  to  introduce  my  com- 
panion here.  Bill  Kendig,  who  is  our  Deputy  Chief  Financial  Officer 
for  the  Department  of  Interior.  Bill  had  the  distinction  of  serving 
as  the  acting  inspector  general  for  a  period  in  the  Department's 
history. 

In  response  to  your  question,  I  basically  come  at  this  topic  just 
as  an  observation  of  working  with  people  in  government,  working 
with  budget  analysts  that  I've  supervised  for  a  number  of  years. 

I  made  the  suggestion  based  on  that  experience,  that  I  think  it's 
healthy,  for  objectivity,  to  rotate  individuals.  It's  also  healthy  for 
their  own  personal  growth,  to  be  learning  new  program  areas  and 
so  forth.  I  think  you  can  encounter  situations  where  there  is  bias, 
both  for  an  agency  and  against  an  agency,  by  having  people  too  in- 
bred in  the  same  positions. 

I'm  not  indicating  there  is  widespread  abuse  in  this  area  but  I 
think  it  is  healthy,  and  I've  seen  it  within  people  that  I  have  man- 
aged to  be  an  approach  that  yields  more  in  the  aggregate  than 
leaving  people  in  the  same  places. 

The  countervailing  difficulty,  though,  to  be  perfectly  candid,  is, 
as  GAO  gets  more  and  more  involved  in  more  and  more  complex 
government  programs  that  take  time  to  learn,  you  would  have  to 
enforce  a  rotation  policy  that  takes  into  consideration  the  need  for 
institutional  memory  and  competence.  You  can't  do  this  across  the 
board  all  at  the  same  time. 

But  there  ought  to  be  policies  in  place.  I  don't  know  if  GAO  has 
looked  at  that  area  for  a  while.  I  would  recommend  it. 

Ms.  Woolsey.  Does  anybody  else  want  to  respond  to  that?  Have 
you  practiced  any  of  this  in  any  of  your  agencies  during  any  of  your 
missions? 

[No  response.] 

Ms.  Woolsf:y.  Why  don't  I  move  on,  then,  to  my  colleague  from 
California,  Mr.  Horn. 

Mr.  Horn.  Thank  you  very  much,  Madam  Chairman.  I  would 
like  to  go  into  the  pay  for  performance  issue  we  have  had  raised 
here.  Let  me  first  ask  the  gentlemen  that  come  from  Energy  and 
Interior.  Is  there  a  pay  for  performance  program  in  your  agencies 
at  all? 

Mr.  Lamb.  No. 

Mr.  Horn.  You  don't  have  it.  So  this  is  something  GAO  insti- 
tuted it. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Excuse  me,  sir.  In  the  Department  of  Energy  there 
is  a  bonus  system  based  on  performance  evaluation  at  the  end  of 
the  year.  It  could  be  a  small  financial  reward. 

Mr.  Horn.  How  small? 

Mr.  RiGGS.  There  is  a  pool.  I'm  fairly  new  to  the  Department.  I 
believe  there  can  be  merit  awards,  but  the  part  that  is  tied  to  the 
performance  evaluation  I  think  is  generally  in  the  range  of  5  per- 
cent for  people  who  have  done  outstanding  performance. 
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Mr.  Horn.  Is  that  built  into  the  pay  level,  then,  as  the  base,  built 
into  the  base  so  you  have  that  5  percent? 

Mr.  RiGGS.  No,  no.  It's  a  one  time  thing. 

Mr.  Horn.  It's  a  one-shot  affair? 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Now,  you  can  get  a  merit  promotion.  But  the  bonus 
I'm  talking  about  is  a  one-time  affair. 

Mr.  Horn.  Right.  Let's  go,  then,  back  to  the  GAO.  How  does  that 
pay  for  performance  system  work  in  the  eyes  of  the  employees? 
Don't  all  leap  for  the  microphone.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Hall.  I  guess  it  depends  on  who  you  ask,  sir. 

Mr.  Horn.  Let's  ask  each  of  you. 

Mr.  Hall.  I  think  in  general  band  I  employees  viewed  it  as  an 
opportunity  to  be  compensated  more  proportionately  to  their  con- 
tributions. However,  we  have  concerns  about  how  it's  used,  because 
it  is  very  difficult  to  compare  performances  of  individuals,  given  the 
type  of  work  we  do.  Therefore,  the  people  who  end  up  at  the  bot- 
tom, their  morale  suffers  because  it  can't  be  explained  exactly  and 
precisely  why  they  fared  the  way  they  did.  I  think  that  is  mostly 
why  there  is  a  demoralizing  effect. 

Mr.  Horn.  Mr.  Hall,  lead  me  through  the  process  now.  Does  that 
apply  to  all  employees  or  only  the  professional  employees  at  GAO? 
Where  does  it  start,  what  GS  level,  for  example? 

Mr.  Hall.  It  starts  at  band  I,  which  covers  GS-7  through  12. 

Mr.  Horn.  So  that  is  entering  the  professional  level. 

Mr.  Hall.  Right.  It  does  not  cover  all  employees;  it  covers  all 
evaluator  employees. 

Mr.  Horn.  Is  it  limited  to  the  evaluator  employees? 

Mr.  Hall.  I  believe  so,  for  the  most  part. 

Mr.  Horn.  At  this  point  in  the  record,  let's  have  a  description 
from  GAO  of  how  the  pay  for  performance  system  works  in  terms 
of  who  is  covered;  what  sort  of  evaluations  are  required  of  manage- 
ment; what  type  of  written  criteria,  if  any,  does  management  and 
the  individual  employee  agree  upon;  how  often  does  evaluation 
occur:  quarterly,  half-year,  year;  what  is  the  range  of  discretion 
management  has,  et  cetera — in  other  words,  getting  at  how  the  sys- 
tem works. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  Would  the  gentleman  yield  a  minute? 

Mr.  Horn.  Certainly. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  I  need  to  ask,  is  that  not  in  writing? 

Mr.  Hall.  Oh,  it  is  in  writing. 

Mr.  Horn.  Yes,  it  is. 

Mr.  Hall.  Yes. 

Mr.  Horn.  But  I  want  to  make  sure  some  of  those  obvious  ques- 
tions, or  not-too-obvious  questions,  get  asked,  so  we  can  get  a  feel 
for  it.  What  is  the  feeling,  then,  of  the  evaluators.  Are  you  all  in 
that  band  I  group  or  are  some  of  you  now  above  that  GS-12  rate? 

Ms.  McKiNNEY.  We  are. 

Mr.  Horn.  You  are? 

Ms.  McKiNNEY.  We  represent  the  band  II's,  which  used  to  be 
GS-13S  and  14s. 

Mr.  Horn.  OK.  And  is  there  a  third  band  which  is  the  15s? 

Ms.  McKiNNEY.  Yes,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Horn.  Is  that  it,  or  does  it  get  into  the 
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Ms.  McKiNNEY.  That's  correct.  After  that,  one  moves  into  the 
SES  level. 

Mr.  Horn.  OK  And  the  SES  level  is  not  in  this  program? 

Ms.  McKiNNEY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Horn.  So  tell  me  the  perceptions  at  all  three  levels  as  you 
hear  them.  I  realize  this  is  hearsay,  wouldn't  be  allowed  in  a  court 
of  law,  but  that  is  why  we  get  more  out  of  hearings  than  judges 
get  out  of  cases.  You  can  say  anything  you  want  in  here.  So  what 
is  the  perception? 

Mr.  Hall.  I'll  start.  It  gets  back  to  the  point  where,  even  though 
there  are  reams  of  paper  describing  what  is  expected  of  us  and 
what  job  duties  we  are  to  perform,  it  is  often  hard  to  distinguish 
between  the  performance  of  individuals. 

If  Kelly  and  I  worked  on  the  same  team,  it  would  be  very  dif- 
ficult for  somebody  to  distinguish  between  the  performance  of  Kelly 
and  the  performance  of  myself  because  of  the  different  roles  we 
play.  Likewise,  it  is  hard  for  somebody  to  say,  "Craig,  you  are  on 
the  bottom  portion  of  the  bonus  pool  because  you  didn't  do  this, 
this,  this,  and  this." 

It  is  difficult  to  do.  We  expect  the  managers  to  do  that,  and  they 
do  that  to  a  fair  extent.  I  think  it  is  demoralizing  because  it  doesn't 
occur  to  the  greatest  extent.  Often  times  people  on  the  bottom  por- 
tion of  the  bonus  pool  don't  know  exactly  what  they  have  to  do  to 
do  better. 

The  second  point  is  that  it  diminishes  the  effectiveness  of  the 
team  spirit  or  the  teamwork  environment  of  GAO,  which  we  need 
to  do  to  get  our  products  out.  It  might  make  more  sense  to  reward 
bonuses  based  on  team  performance  or  team  effort,  rather  than  in- 
dividuals, because  it  is  often  hard  to  distinguish  between  the  per- 
formance of  individuals  in  the  performance  of  the  team. 

GAO,  in  large  part,  has  recognized  some  of  these  problems  and 
is  working  to  improve  them. 

Mr.  Horn.  Any  other  comments  on  the  system?  Yes,  Ms. 
Glandorf. 

Ms.  Glandorf.  From  a  midlevel  perspective,  this  system  is 

Mr.  Horn.  Now,  midlevel  is  band  II? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  That's  right.  This  system  is  a  mismatch  with 
where  many  of  our  people  are  on  the  hierarchy  of  needs.  As  peo- 
ple's basic  needs  are  met,  as  Maslov  pointed  out  years  ago,  money 
becomes  less  and  less  of  a  motivator.  And,  as  Debra's  testimony 
pointed  out,  a  driver  for  people  at  our  level  is  personal  pride,  the 
challenge  of  doing  interesting,  significant  work,  working  with  other 
competent  professionals.  We  were  driven  only  3  percent  by  the 
prospect  of  getting  a  bonus. 

This  system,  as  Craig  pointed  out,  has  weaknesses  that  over- 
whelm the  benefits  that  we  see  from  the  modest  bonuses  and  pay 
increases,  some  of  the  additional  ones.  It's  very  paperwork  and 
time  intensive.  It  takes  hours  and  hours  every  year  to  do  the  ap- 
praisals, the  panels,  everything  that  is  connected  with  this  system. 

He  mentioned  that  appraisals,  the  current  appraisal  system  does 
not  support  this  kind  of  pay  system  well.  It  doesn't  differentiate  be- 
tween people  that  are  basically  very  similar  in  their  levels  of  per- 
formance. 
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Mr.  Horn.  Excuse  me.  Is  there  a  separate  appraisal  system  for 
the  pay  for  performance  or  is  that  simply  pay  resulting  from  the 
regular  appraisal  system? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  The  appraisal  system  is  similar  for  different  lev- 
els, but  not  identical. 

Mr.  Horn.  So  certain  questions,  as  you  go  up  in  sort  of  the 
broader,  supervisorial  management  role,  you  would  get  questions 
relating  to  that,  is  that  the  difference,  or  is  there  some  other  dif- 
ference/ 

Ms.  Glandorf.  Band  III  appraisals  are  somewhat  different  from 
those  for  band  I  and  band  II.  The  rewards  under  pay  for  perform- 
ance are  seen  as  creating  pools  of  also-rans  and  creating  losers  out 
of  winners,  as  Debra  mentioned  in  her  testimony.  This  is  a  phrase 
that  Deming,  that  Mr.  Bowsher  quoted  yesterday,  uses  frequently 
in  his  discussions  of  a  ranking  appraisal  system. 

It  also  fosters  competition.  It  intensifies  the  natural  competition 
that  people  at  our  level  normally  have,  not  only  for  money  but  for 
status  and  prestige.  So  we  feel  that  it  is  a  mismatch  with  the  na- 
ture and  the  drivers  for  people  at  our  level. 

Back  in  1985,  when  this  system  first  surfaced,  the  employee 
councils  brought  to  management's  attention  that  there  were  no 
studies  that  demonstrated  a  need  for  a  change  in  a  pay  system.  We 
reminded  them  that  we  urged  other  agencies  to  test  new  systems 
before  they  implement  them.  This  was  not  tested. 

The  employee  councils,  when  they  provided  input  to  this  system 
initially,  had  grave  concerns,  and  it  went  forward  nevertheless. 
Our  concerns  ultimately  proved  to  be  founded,  and  we  have  been 
urging  management,  with  some  small  degree  of  success,  to  alter  or 
abandon  the  system. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  Excuse  me.  Two  of  us  have  to  go  vote.  Mr.  Shays 
did  vote.  We  are  going  to  leave  you  with  him. 

I  want  to  thank  you.  You've  been  very,  very  helpful  to  us.  Thank 
you  very  much. 

Mr.  Shays  [presiding].  I  thank  you  all.  I'm  just  trying  not  to 
have  you  have  to  wait.  I  would  like  to  talk  about  the  whole  issue 
of  giving  preliminary  drafts.  I  would  like  to  see  it  from  the  agency's 
standpoint.  I  would  like  to  see  it  from  the  employee's  standpoint. 

Let  me  just  first  start  by,  we  have  some  things  to  insert  in  the 
record,  and  I'm  just  concerned  we  are  going  to  forget  them.  So  if 
I  could  just,  if  there  is  no  objection,  insert  statements  in  the  record 
from  various  Congressmen  and  a  letter  from  Bill  Thomas,  and  also 
just  that  the  Chair  asks  unanimous  consent  that  the  record  remain 
open  for  2  weeks  for  additional  material.  Since  I'm  the  only  one 
here,  no  one  is  going  to  object.  [Laughter.] 

[The  information  referred  to  follows:] 


253 


CMJUWJI  Host  WHIM  CAKOUK*.  WILLIAM  M- THOMAS,  CAUfOKW*. 

CHAL-UA  -I  RAMKIHG  WtNONITY  MEMtEJl 
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OuUnpn.  BC  20515-^)57 


uwOfvrr  UNCMi  COumSCL 


October  28,  1993 


Honorable  William  F.  dinger,  Jr. 
Republican  Chairman 
Government  Operations  Committee 
2153  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.c.   20515 

Deetr  Bill: 

Thank  you  for  inviting  me  to  testify  during  your  Committee's 
oversight  hearing  on  the  General  Accounting  Office.  While  I  am 
unable  to  attend  the  hearing,  I  wanted  to  make  you  aware  of  an 
issue  under  House  Administration's  jurisdiction  that  involves  GAO: 
the  assignment  of  GAO  detailees  to  Committees. 

Before  June  1991,  a  Ranking  Republican  Member  had  little  input 
in  the  assignment  of  GAO  detailees  to  his  or  her  committee.  Over 
the  past  two  years,  I  have  implemented  a  more  equitable  system 
which  encourages  consultation  between  Chairmen  and  Ranking 
Republican  Members  regarding  the  assignment  of  detailees.  Enclosed 
is  a  short  description  of  the  process  f<y:  assigning  detailees  and 
some  possible  questions  you  may  want  to  ask  GAO  to  confirm  their 
understanding  of  the  procedures. 

Again,  thank  you  for  inviting  me  to  participate.  If  you  have 
any  questions,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  me  or  Mary  Sue 
England  of  the  minority  staff  at  x58281. 

Best  regards. 


^d^ 


BILL  THOMAS 

Ranking  Republican  Member 


enclosure 
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PROCESS  FOR  ASSIGNING  GAO  DETAILEES  TO  COMMITTEES 

The  Chairman  of  a  committee  requesting  a  detailee  submits  a  written 
request  to  the  Comptroller  General  of  GAO  explaining  the  need  for 
the  detail,  the  estimated  period  of  the  assignment  (not  to  exceed 
one  year)  ,  and  the  terms  of  reimbursement,  if  any,  to  the 
department  or  agency  for  the  detai lee's  salary  and/or  travel 
expenses . 

Upon  receipt  of  a  response  from  GAO  agreeing  to  the  detail  request, 
the  Chairman  submits  an  authorization  request  to  the  Committee  on 
House  Administration.  A  copy  of  the  detailing  agreement  must  be 
attached . 

The  Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  House  Administration  consults  with 
the  Ranking  Minority  Member  to  determine  If  the  RanXing  Minority 
Member  has  any  objection  to  the  assignment.  If  an  objection  is 
raised,  the  request  is  not  approved. 

The  Ranking  Minority  Member  of  I^ouse  Administration  consults  with 
the  Ranking  Minority  Member  of  the  requesting  committee  to 
determine  if  objections  exist.  The  request  for  the  detailee  is  not 
approved  until  the  requesting  committee's  Ranking  Minority  Member 
removes  any  objection. 


255 


RECEKT  EXAMPLE: 

The  Judiciary  Committee  recently  requested  a  GAO  detailee,  Frank 
McGuire.  The  Ranking  Minority  Member  objected  to  the  assignment  of 
the  detailee  until  an  agreement  was  reached  with  the  majority 
regarding  the  availability  and  equal  access  of  the  detailee  to  the 
minority. 

Mr.  McGuire  was  not  appointed  until  the  Ranking  Minority  Member 
reached  a  satisfactory  agreement  with  the  Chairman. 

The  initial  request  was  dated  August  16,  1993.  House 
Administration's  approval  letter  was  dated  October  1,  1993. 


256 


CompovUer  Geneiml 
of  the  UniiMl  Sum 

WuUiistoo.  n.C  20S48 


B-242285 
July  30,  1993 


Ihe  Hcnorable  Robert  H.  Michel 

Minority  Ii?ader 

House  of  Representatives 

Dear  Mr.  Michel: 

In  res^pcnse  to  direction  in  House  R^)art 
101-648,  dated  July  30,  1990,  requiring 
a  r^jort  every  6  nionths,  I  hereby  sutndt 
the  seventh  r^xsrt  on  the  assignment  or 
detail  of  General  Accounting  Office 
(GAu)  aiployees  to  congressional 
octnmittees  as  of  JUly  9,  1993. 

Biclosure  2  lists  detailees  currently 
assigned  for  more  than  1  year.  A  a^jy 
of  our  procedures  for  detailing  GAD  staff 
to  congressional  oanmittaes  is  enclosed 
for  ready  reference.  We  are  also  sending 
this  iBpcart  today  to  other  Officers  of 
the  House  and  Senate. 


Qiarles  A.  Bowsher 
Ocnptroller  General 
of  the  United  States 

Biclosures  -  3 


Costs  to  Date 

Travel         Other  1/ 
Costs           Costs 

Totil2/ 
Costs 

0             4,084 

26.042 

0 

1,665 

10,616 

0 

14,793 

94.834 

0 

3,485 

22,223 

0 

3.859 

24,607 

0 

1,848 

11.784 

0 

29,734 

190.106 

1S6 

2,972 

19.105 

0 

2.115 

13.485 

I8S 

3.533 

22.714 

341 

8.620 

55.304 
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GAP  STAFF  CURRENTLY  ASSTGNED  TO  CONGRESSIONAL  COMMITTEES 
FOR  MORE  THAN  1  YEAR  AS  OF  JULY  9.  1993 


COMMITTEE 


DATE 
ASSIGNED 


EXPECTED 
RELEASE 


RELEASED 


HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


CHERVEMAK,  RICHARD 

Hse.  Com.  on  Gov't  Ops. 

Hse.  Com.  on  Appro. 

Hse.  Com.  on  E&c 

Hse.  Com.  on  ESC 

Hse.  Com.  on  Gov't  Ops. 
Environment,  Energy  & 
Natural  Resources  S/C 

Hse.  Com.  on  E&C 
S/c  on  O&I 


06/25/84 
01/05/87 
02/23/88 
02/23/89 
10/01/90 


07/01/92 


01/19/85 
02/22/88 
02/22/89 
07/27/90 
06/30/92 


07/31/93 


DORMEY,  THOMAS 
Hse.  Cora,  on  E&C 
S/c   on  O&I 


08/26/91 


08/27/93 


*HILL,  WILLIAM 
Hse.  Com.  on  Appro. 
S&I  staff 


06/01/92 


07/30/93 


*House  Committee  on  Appropriations  reimburses  GAO  for  salary  and 
other  costs  incurred  by  detailees  while  on  assignment. 
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Mr.  Shays.  My  interest  is  how  long  an  agency  gets  a  report  and 
what  an  agency  is  allowed  to  do,  and  I  would  like  to  see  it  again 
from  both  perspectives.  But  what  I  want  to  also  insert  in  the  record 
are  two  letters  from  former  administrators,  one,  the  Deputy  Sec- 
retary of  Energy,  Linda  Stuntz,  and  I  would  insert  her  November 
20,  1992  letter  into  the  record. 

[The  letter  follows:] 
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The  Deputy  Secretary  of  Energy 

Washington,  DC  20585 
November  20,  1992 


The  Honorable  Pete  V.  Domenici 
Co-Vice  Chairman 
Joint  Committee  on  the 

Organization  of  Congress 
United  States  Senate 
Washington,  D.C.   20510 

Dear  Senator  Domenici'S 

In  response  to  your  inquiry  of  October  5,  1992,  I  am 
enclosing  information  concerning  specific  General 
Accounting  Office  (GAO)  requests  for  information  from 
the  Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  and  "audit"  reports 
issued  during  the  period  from  October  1,  1990,  through 
September  30,  1992. 

As  these  materials  reveal,  the  voluminous  and  often 
inconsequential  nature  of  GAO  inquiries  forces  the 
Department  to  expend  large  amounts  of  resources  without 
significant  return.   The  "audits"  involved  are  far  from 
the  idea  of  an  unbiased  review  of  objective  data  that 
normally  is  prompted  by  that  word. 

During  this  period,  there  were  227  requests  for 
information  or  "audits"  initiated  by  GAO.   This 
translates  roughly  into  a  new  inquiry  initiated  every 
3  days.   Enclosure  1  provides  details  on  these 
requests,  including  whether  the  Department  was  given  an 
opportunity  to  comment  before  release  of  a  final 
report.   For  the  vast  majority  of  these  items,  the 
Department  either  was  not  allowed  the  opportunity  to 
comment  or  was  provided  a  grossly  insufficient  time  to 
respond. 

Besides  being  an  irresponsible  way  to  conduct  inquiries 
of  complex  matters,  this  closed  process  produces 
"audit"  results  that  more  often  than  not  misstate  the 
Department's  policies  and  present  incomplete  or 
outdated  information.   This  type  of  "audit"  result 
generally  is  counterproductive  to  the  Department's 
efforts  at  self -assessment  and  improvement,  even  when 
its  narrow  terms  invite  departmental  "agreement"  with 
narrowly-crafted  "recommendations"  that  typically 
plagiarize  conclusions  the  Department  itself  long  had 
determined  to  adopt. 
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Enclosure  2  is  a  list  of  195  GAO  "audit"  reports 
completed  during  this  2-year  period.   They  are  cross- 
referenced  to  those  "audits"  initiated  during  that  same 
period,  to  the  extent  possible.   This  list  also  is 
annotated  to  indicate  whether  the  Department  had  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  a  draft  of  the  report  before 
the  final  report  was  issued. 

In  some  51  instances,  the  Department  was  allowed  to 
provide  informal  oral  comments,  usually  in  fewer  than 
10  days,  on  what  GAO  calls  a  Statement  of  Facts  (SOF). 
This  practice  --  which  is  designed  to  prevent  informed 
scrutiny  of  GAO's  preliminary  conclusions  --  prevents 
the  Department  from  any  meaningful  opportunity  to 
address  the  report  analyses  or  recommendations,  which 
may  be  impractical  or  already  implemented  by  the 
Department  on  its  own  initiative.   This  process  creates 
gross  intellectual  dishonesty  about  matters  deserving 
honest  analysis. 

Our  records  do  not  include  information  about  the 
release  of  GAO  reports  to  the  press.   However,  it  is 
not  unusual  for  the  requesting  Member  of  Congress  to 
release  the  report  to  the  press  prior  to  the  time  the 
Department,  and  in  all  likelihood  other  Members, 
receive  it.   This  procedure  makes  it  particularly 
difficult  for  the  Department  to  respond  thoughtfully 
and  on  a  timely  basis  to  these  reports. 

In  response  to  your  question  regarding  time  and  effort 
expended  on  GAO  requests,  the  resources  expended  by  DOE 
and  management  and  operating  contractor  personnel  in 
meeting  these  demands  are  often  substantial.   For 
example,  at  Lawrence  Livermore,  Los  Alamos,  and  Sandia 
National  Laboratories,  it  is  not  unusual  to  have  10  GAO 
audits  ongoing  at  the  same  time.   This  ties  up  a 
significant  number  of  both  DOE  and  contractor 
personnel.   While  I  believe  that  true  and  impartial 
audit  reports  can  be  useful  management  tools  for 
improving  our  effectiveness  and  efficiency,  I  also 
believe  that  excessive  demands  of  time  and  resources 
are  involved  in  many  of  these  reviews,  with  little  in 
the  way  of  constructive  and  informed  advice  stemming 
from  them.   This  time  and  effort  often  is  an 
irresponsible  use  of  taxpayer  money,  given  the 
deficiencies  of  the  GAO  process  I  have  mentioned. 

Your  request  that  we  identify  duplicate  reviews 
performed  by  GAO  and  by  the  Inspector  General  will  take 
some  additional  time  for  analysis.   As  your  inquiry 
undoubtedly  will  reveal,  all  too  frequently  the  GAO 
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reviews  merely  reissue  prior  Inspector  General  reports 
as  though  they  were  new  revelations.   Nonetheless,  I 
will  forward  this  information  to  you  by  the  end  of 
December  1992. 

I  hope  that  the  enclosed  information  helps  in  the  Joint 
Committee's  assessment  of  GAO's  activities.   Some  of 
the  material  provided  may  implicate  legal  protections 
for  the  privacy  of  individuals,  so  I  request  that  the 
Department  be  consulted  before  any  of  this  material  is 
publicly  disclosed.   If  you  have  any  questions 
regarding  this  information,  please  contact  Elizabeth  E. 
Smedley,  Acting  Chie/^Financial  Officer,  on 
202-586-4171,  or  have  your  staff  contact  McKinley  E. 
Bryant,  Director  of  Compliance  and  Audit  Liaison,  on 
301-903-2551. 


Sincerely, 
Linda  G.  Stuntz 


Enclosures 
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Mr.  Shays.  Then  there  is  a  letter  of  December  21,  1992  from  the 
Department  of  Interior,  from  John  Schrote,  Assistant  Secretary, 
Policy,  Management,  and  Budget. 

[The  letter  follows:] 
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PBfDF  IN 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  amwkai 


OmCE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

Washington,  DC.  20240 


DEC  2  I  1992 


Honorable  Pete  V.  Domenici 
United  States  Senate 
Washington,  D.C.  20510-3101 

Dear  Senator  Domenici : 

As  requested  in  your  October  5,  1992,  letter,  I  am  providing 
the  most  inclusive  listing  possible  of  specific  audit  reports  and 
studies  undertaken  by  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO),  in  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  (Department)  within  the  past  two  years 
along  with  the  information  you  requested  on  the  GAO  audit  process 
within  the  Department. 

Enclosure  A  provides  information  on  ongoing  reviews,  reviews 
that  have  resulted  in  draft  reports,  final  reports  that  are  open 
pending  implementation  of  an  agreed  to  recommendation,  and  reports 
issued  involving  Interior  programs  for  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992. 
Reports  listed  for  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992  include  reports 
issued  to  the  Department  that  have  been  implemented  and  closed,  and 
reports  issued  with  no  formal  recommendations  to  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior.  Page  3  of  this  listing  also  shows  the  approximate 
timeframe  of  report  issuance  and  the  date  of  the  Department ' s 
response. 

I  am  also  enclosing  a  listing  prepared  by  the  Office  of 
Inspector  General  (IG)  as  Enclosure  B,  which  shows  those  audits 
that  have  been  performed  by  the  IG's  Office  within  fiscal  years 
1991  and  1992  that  address  similar  subjects  as  audits  conducted  by 
the  GAO.  The  Bureaus  and  Offices  were  also  canvassed  regarding 
which  audits  they  felt  were  duplicative  in  nature  during  the  same 
timeframe,  and  the  information  received  on  the  audits  identified  by 
our  bureaus  and  offices  is  listed  in  Enclosure  C. 

While  we  understand  it  is  normal  procedure  for  the 
Department's  IG  Office  to  contact  the  GAO  prior  to  initiating 
audits  and  vice  versa  for  possible  duplication,  same  or  similar 
functions/organizations  are  audited  by  both  organizations  within 
relatively  the  same  timeframes  (See  Enclosures  B  and  C).  While  the 
stated  scope  of  the  two  audit  organizations  may  be  different, 
performing  even  similar  audits  in  the  same  entity  within  one  year 
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can  cause  a  workload  and  resource  management  burden.  The  most 
egregious  example  of  duplication  found  was  that  the  National  Park 
Service's  Concession  Management  Program  was  audited  a  total  of  12 
times  during  fiscal  years  1991  and  1992.  It  would  be  far  more 
beneficial  to  limit  the  audit  activity  to  ensure  that  the  results 
of  one  audit  can  be  accomplished  before  the  activity  is  again 
audited. 

The  Department  and  the  GAO  have  also  had  an  established  set  of 
guidelines  since  1987  (GAO  Notice  1075.44  -  Enclosure  D)  which 
outlines  the  procedures  to  be  utilized  in  coordinating  GAO  work  at 
the  Department.  These  guidelines  require  any  division  within  the 
GAO  to  contact  the  Resources,  Community,  and  Economic  Development 
Division  ( RCED )  within  GAO  so  that  Division  can  coordinate  all  GAO 
work  to  be  performed  within  the  Department.  These  procedures 
ensure  that  the  Department  is  aware  of  all  GAO  work  being  conducted 
within  the  department,  including  questionnaires,  investigative 
requests  etc.  The  procedures  have  also  resulted  in  a  more 
efficient  operation  since  we  can  direct  GAO  auditors  to  the  right 
people  quickly,  saving  everyone  valuable  time.  This  procedure  also 
highlights  possible  duplication  of  audit  work. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  Department's  IG  not  to  release  reports 
until  the  auditee  has  had  the  opportunity  to  comment.  The 
Department  has  some  concern,  however,  where  the  media  has  received 
report  material  before  program  officials  have  fully  responded  to 
the  reports.  This  is  particularly  important  when  additional 
information  not  included  in  the  draft  report  is  presented  in  the 
final  report,  a  practice  which  is  not  uncommon,  meaning  the  agency 
has  not  been  given  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  information. 
We  realize  that  the  premature  release  of  material  can  originate 
from  many  sources,  including  program  officials  and  participants. 

The  GAO,  has  conducted  at  least  fisur  reviews  during  the  past 
two  years  where  the  Department  has  not  had  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  audit  report  prior  to  the  report  contents  being 
released  to  the  media  and  the  general  public  by  the  Congressional 
requestor.  When  a  report  is  released  in  this  manner,  the 
Department  usually  has  a  very  limited  timeframe  in  which  to  secure 
the  report,  review  the  contents,  and  respond  to  inquiries  from  the 
media,  general  public  and  other  sources.  In  some  instances  the 
Department  has  been  completely  unaware  of  the  report  contents  or 
that  a  report  has  been  released  by  the  Congressional  requestor 
until  the  media  calls  with  questions. 
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When  reports  are  released  prior  to  an  auditee ' s  final 
comments,  a  heavy  burden  is  imposed  on  our  Public  Affairs  Office 
and  on  the  program  office  affected.  It  also  may  give  the  media  and 
the  public  the  perception  that  the  Department  is  concealing  facts 
or  information.  If  the  Department  were  given  the  opportunity  to,  at 
least,  comment  verbally  on  the  contents  of  the  report  prior  to  the 
information  being  provided  to  a  Congressional  requestor,  many 
factors  such  as  the  methodology,  interpretation  of  statistics,  etc. 
might  be  clarified  thereby  providing  everyone  with  a  more  complete 
final  product. 

I  have  no  knowledge  of  any  cases  where  GAO  report  contents 
have  been  released  to  the  media  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
Congressional  requestor.  To  my  knowledge  the  Congressional 
requestor  is  entitled  to  have  a  GAO  report  for  30  days  prior  to 
formal  release  by  the  GAO.  If  a  report  is  released  to  the  public 
prior  to  the  30  day  period  one  would  have  to  assume  it  is  released 
by  the  Congressional  requestor  or  by  the  GAO  with  the  approval  of 
the  requestor. 

The  Department  has  in  most  instances  met  the  statutory 
timeframe  for  responding  to  both  draft  and  final  GAO  reports.  On 
a  few  occasions,  we  have  sought  extensions  to  respond  to  draft 
reports  that  have  requested  comments  within  15  calendar  days.  On 
these  instances,  input  from  field  offices  has  been  required  to 
respond  to  the  reports  and  15  calendar  days  is  not  enough  time  to 
provide  the  draft  report  to  field  offices  and  to  receive  and 
consolidate  input.  The  Department  strives  to  provide  quality 
responses  both  timely  and  accurate  to  the  GAO  however,  personnel  in 
our  Ethics  and  Audit  Coordination  Staff  have  verbally  indicated  to 
GAO  management  on  several  occasions,  that  being  required  to  respond 
within  15  calendar  days  puts  an  added  burden  on  both  field  and 
headquarters  personnel.  The  GAO  has  indicated  that  when  a  15  day 
calendar  response  is  required  the  Cbngressional  requestor  has 
specifically  requested  the  short  turnaround. 

Another  concern  that  has  been  verbally  expressed  to  GAO 
management  is  that  the  GAO,  in  considering  the  response  timeframe, 
always  counts  calendar  days,  and  not  business  days.  This  reduces 
the  Department's  total  response  time  and  adds  to  the  burden  of 
producing  a  quality  response  in  a  timely  manner. 

With  regard  to  timeframes  provided  by  IG,  the  current  practice 
is  to  allow  30  days  to  comment  on  the  draft  report  and  60  days  on 
the  final.  Responses  to  draft  reports  typically  require  more  time 
to  prepare  as  they  may  necessitate  field  input  or  first  time 
consideration  of  an  IG  recommendation  about  policy  matters.  On  the 
other  hand,  responses  to  final  reports  normally  address  only  those 
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Items  on  which  there  is  disagreement  between  the  agency  and  OIG. 
Since  the  major  effort  is  expended  in  response  to  draft  reports,  it 
would  seem  prudent  to  allow  60  days  to  comment  on  the  draft  report 
and  30  days  on  the  final,  the  reverse  of  current  practice. 

Another  concern  is  that  audits  and  the  audit  reports  are  not 
always  completed  as  rapidly  as  initially  expected.  Therefore, 
unless  additional  information  is  requested,  the  documentation  used 
in  support  of  findings  may  not  be  current  or  the  problem  may  have 
been  corrected. 

The  Department  recognizes  that  audits  can  be  a  valuable 
management  tool  to  improve  operations,  processes,  and 
accountability.  For  that  very  reason,  the  tone  of  an  audit  report 
is  very  important  and  accordingly  a  report  should  recognize  what  is 
being  done  "right"  as  well  as  what  "could  be"  done  better. 
Unfortunately,  many  IG  audit  reports  deal  only  with  what  is  done 
"wrong"  thereby  presenting  a  less  than  accurate  picture  of  an 
organization's  accomplishments  and/or  effectiveness.  Further,  the 
negative  tone  of  many  reports  creates  an  adversarial  relationship 
between  the  auditor  and  the  auditee  where  none  need  exist.  In 
light  of  the  above,  the  credibility  of  audit  reports  as  being 
useful  to  managers  has  eroded.  Therefore,  effective  recommen- 
dations for  improving  operations  and  processes  frequently  can  be 
overlooked  when  countering  negative  findings. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment,  and  hope  that  the 
information  provided  sufficiently  responds  to  your  inquiry.  If  you 
have  additional  questions,  please  contact  Mr.  Phillip  M.  Haymond, 
Departmental  Audit  Coordinator  at  (202)  208-7961. 

Sxncereiy, 


^  -;rt66rj^'t^^^^ 


JOHN  E.  SCHROTE 

Assistant  Secretary 

Policy,  Management  and  Budget 


Enclosures 
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Mr.  Shays.  If  I  could  just  deal  with  the  letter  from  the  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  and,  Mr.  Riggs,  if  I  could,  I  would  like  to  read  you 
three  paragraphs  from  this  letter,  because  it  somewhat  focuses  dia- 
metrically opposed  to  what  you  are  saying. 

In  the  second  paragraph  of  Linda  Stuntz's  letter,  she  says:  "As 
these  materials  reveal" — that  she  has  enclosed  with  the  letter — 
"the  voluminous  and  often  inconsequential  nature  of  GAO  inquiries 
forces  the  Department  to  expend  large  amounts  of  resources  with- 
out significant  return." 

She  goes  on  to  say:  "During  this  period,  there" — and  the  period 
is  basically  October  1,  1990  to  September  30,  1992.  She  says:  "Dur- 
ing this  period,  there  were  227  requests  for  information  or  'audits' 
initiated  by  GAO.  This  translates  roughly  into  a  new  inquiry  initi- 
ated every  3  days."  And  then  they  go  on. 

Now,  in  your  statement,  your  statement  says:  'There  will  defi- 
nitely be  times  when  the  employees  of  an  office  being  audited  will 
feel  overburdened,  but  that  does  not  make  an  audit  less  necessary. 
Informed  criticism  of  our  work  can  help  us  do  our  job  more  effec- 
tively." Then  you  said,  "Very  few  GAO  reviews  and  audit  reports 
are  actual  duplications." 

Let  me  just  make  one  more  comment  from  Ms.  Stuntz's  letter. 
She  basically  points  out,  she  said:  "It  is  not  unusual  to  have  10 
GAO  audits  going  on  at  the  same  time  in  the  Los  Alamos-Sandia 
National  Laboratories."  It  could  be,  you  know,  the  perspective  of  a 
Democrat  versus  a  Republican.  It  could  just  be  that  the  emphasis 
is — how  do  I  reconcile  these  two  different  views  from  the  same  de- 
partment? 

Mr.  RiGGS.  I  tried  to  do  that  myself  yesterday  when  I  saw  Ms. 
Stuntz's  letter  for  the  first  time,  and  I  should  say  that  I  have 
known  her  both  as  a  colleague  here  on  the  Hill  and  I  think  she  is 
a  very  competent  administrator. 

Part  of  the  difference,  I  believe,  is  that  some  of  the  audits  that 
were  undertaken  in  the  last  few  years  found  less  than  satisfactory 
performance  or  justification  for  programs  that  were  very  close  to 
the  heart  of  the  Secretary  and  the  high  administration  officials. 
That  may  have  made  aaministration  offiicials  less  enamored  of 
GAO  audits. 

I  suspect  that,  over  the  course  of  the  next  few  years,  we  may  find 
ourselves  less  enamored  of  GAO. 

Mr.  Shays.  We'll  give  you  another  year  and  then  you  might 
change  your  feeling. 

Mr.  RiGGS.  I  would  also  note  on  the  numbers,  though,  that  a  lot 
of  different  things  were  lumped  into  that  category.  As  I  understand 
it,  some  of  those  inquiries  were  governmentwide  inquiries,  where 
one  letter  went  to  the  Department  of  Energy  along  with  other 
agencies.  Some  could  be  very,  very  minor  requests,  and  I  don't 
think  that  they  should  be  lumped  in  with  major,  timeconsuming 
audits. 

Finally,  I  would  add  that  DOE's  nuclear  weapons  and  national 
laboratories  complex  employs  about  20,000  Federal  employees  and 
about  140,000  contractors. 

Mr.  Shays.  How  many  contractors? 

Mr.  RiGGS.  About  140,000  contractor  personnel.  These  are  the 
people  who  have  made  the  nuclear  weapons  and  are  now  engaged 


268 

in  the  cleanup.  As  you  know,  their  performance  has  not  always 
been  exemplary  and  some  of  these  audits  have  been  very  worth- 
while in  finding  areas  where  we  could  improve  our  performance. 

Mr.  Shays.  I  have  a  question  for  you,  Ms.  Glandorf.  When  Mr. 
Horn  was  asking  you  about  have  you  ever  been  required  to  change 
a  report  or  had  a  report  changed  because  of  an  agency,  you  said, 
"Not  in  my  experience."  In  the  experiences  of  others  have  you  seen 
that  happen,  where  there  have  been  changes  to  reports  that  you 
felt  were  just  unwarranted? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  I  have  not  heard  that  from  my  colleagues,  no. 

Mr.  Shays,  Would  it  be  uncommon — and  this  would  not  be  a  crit- 
icism that  the  report  shouldn't  change,  but  that  seems  a  little  hard 
to  believe,  that  someone  would  say,  "My  God,  we  have  to  change 
this."  I  mean,  it  was  the  individual  who  put  it  in  and  now  they 
have  to  take  it  out.  So  it's  almost  kind  of  an  unbelievable  response. 
Maybe  I'm  not  asking  it  fairly. 

Your  point  was,  to  Mr.  Horn,  that  you  have  never,  in  your  experi- 
ence, had  a  report  changed  that  you  didn't  think  should  be 
changed.  I'm  just  curious  why  you  said  in  your  experience.  The  im- 
plication was  that  you  are  aware  of  it  in  other  people's  experience. 

Ms.  Glandorf.  I  just  did  not  mean  to  represent  my  constituents, 
because  I  don't  have  full  knowledge  of  what  they  have  experienced. 

Mr.  Shays.  Mr.  Lamb  and  Mr.  Riggs,  I  would  love  to  just  pursue 
the  line  of  questioning  about  the  preliminary  drafts.  It  appears, 
and  I  have  to  check  this  out  myself,  but  it  appears  the  IG's  office 
has  a  more  formal  process  for,  a  more  institutionalized  process  for 
review.  Correct? 

Mr.  Lamb.  Yes,  it  does. 

Mr.  Shays.  Is  your  testimony  before  us — and  it  would  seem  to  co- 
incide with  the  GAO's  when  the  Comptroller  General  was  here.  He 
said  that  about  50  percent  of  the  time  there  is  a  preliminary  draft 
and  about  50  percent  not.  I  think  I'm  doing  his  justice. 

It  would  strike  me  that  the  danger  of  doing  that  is  that,  then, 
the  question  is  which  ones  did  you  allow  to  have  a  preliminary 
draft  and  which  ones  didn't  you  and  why;  and  that  raises  ques- 
tions. I  mean,  if  this  happened  all  the  time,  I  would  be  less  con- 
cerned if  the  White  House  was  given  a  preliminary  draft. 

So  would  you  tell  me,  in  your  experience,  about  how  often  with 
a  GAG  report  you  are  given  an  opportunity,  however,  limited,  to  re- 
spond? 

Mr.  Lamb.  For  written  comment,  which  I  think  is  really  the  crux 
of  the  matter,  in  about  75  percent  of  our  reports  we  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  comment.  So  it  would  be  higher  than  what  you  character- 
ize. 

Mr.  Shays.  And  your  testimony  is,  though,  that  it's  for  about  1 
week  or  2,  rather  than 

Mr.  Lamb.  The  time  period  is  30  days  that  one  is  supposed  to 
have. 

Mr.  Shays.  The  GAG  reports? 

Mr.  Lamb.  Yes,  on  GAO  reports.  The  problem  with  most  audits 
is  that  they  usually  take  longer  to  do  than  one  starts  out  believing 
they  will.  I  believe  GAO  is  under  pressure  from  the  requester  and 
from  its  leadership  to  produce  its  report,  so  it's  not  uncommon  that 
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that  30  days  might  not  quite  materialize,  and  the  Department  is 
urged  to  please  get  its  comments  in  quickly. 

ft  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  I'm  suggesting  that  that  period 
ought  to  be  45  days,  realizing  that,  in  the  real  world,  we  probably 
would  never  get  45  days. 

Mr.  Shays.  I  would  like  to  go  back  to  that.  But  let  me  just  ask 
you,  Mr.  Riggs,  have  you  been  in  the  Department  all  that  long  to 
be  able  to  answer  this  question? 

Mr.  Riggs.  No,  I've  only  been  at  the  Department  for  about  4 
months. 

Mr,  Shays.  Are  you  aware  of  how  often  you  are  given  a  report 
to  review? 

Mr.  Riggs.  I  cannot  give  you  statistics  like  Mr.  Lamb  did.  I  think 
there  are  cases  where  we  are  allowed  to  review  it  and  other  cases 
where  we're  not,  and  I've  been  on  this  side.  It's  my  understanding 
that  it's  usually  the  committee's  request  that  governs,  it's  not  a 
GAO  decision  as  to  whether  the  agency  is  allowed  to  respond. 

Mr.  Lamb.  And  that  is  my  understanding,  too. 

Mr.  Shays.  It  would  be  my  recommendation  to  the  committee 
and  to  the  Comptroller  General  that  there  be  a  set  policy,  because 
there  should  be  some  policy  that  establishes  uniformity,  it  seems 
to  me,  in  this  area,  since  it  can  potentially  be  a  very  sensitive  area. 

Just  commenting,  I  look  at  this — and  there  are  really,  there  are 
four  groups  that  are  involved.  There  is  the  outside  contractor  who 
might  be  doing  work,  not  for  GAO,  but  the  outside  contractor  who 
is  building  the  planes  or  cleaning  up  a  site,  and  so  on.  There  is  a 
department  or  agency  that  is  involved.  Both  of  them  are,  in  a  sense 
being  audited.  There  is  GAO  that  is  doing  the  audit;  and  there  is 
Congress  that  is  putting  a  lot  of  pressure  or,  in  some  cases,  the  ex- 
ecutive branch  putting  pressure  on  GAO,  to  come  out  with  a  report. 

I  would  go  crazy  if  there  was  a  preliminary  report  and  it  was  out 
there  for  60  days.  I  would  have  a  hard  time,  even  have  a  hard  time 
with  45  days.  I  don't  understand  why,  once  the  report  is  done  in 
the  preliminary  form,  why  you  would  need  to  have  so  much  time. 

Mr.  Lamb.  Well,  Mr.  Shays,  while  there  is  an  entrance  process 
on  GAO  audits,  until  there  is  a  report  written  and  presented,  no 
one  really  has  an  idea  of  what  the  GAO  is  going  to  say. 

Mr.  Shays.  We  are  talking  about  a  preliminary  draft,  though, 
aren't  we?  We  are  talking  about  where  they  give  you  a  preliminary, 
"This  is  our  best  work;  what  do  you  think  about  it?" 

Mr.  Lamb.  Yes. 

Mr.  Shays.  Do  you  need  45  days  once  that  report  is  there?  I 
would  think  you  would  be  able  to  highlight  certain  areas  and  give 
them  documentation  in  a  matter  of  1  week. 

Mr.  Lamb.  The  fact  is  that  many  of  the  audits  are  done  at  a  field 
location.  In  the  Department  of  Interior,  we  are  a  widespread  orga- 
nization. Simply  to  get  the  report  to  a  bureau  Director  or  Assistant 
Secretary  and  to  departmental  leadership,  to  be  aware  that  the  re- 
port is  out  and  what  it  says  takes  some  time. 

Then  there  is  the  more  real  problem  of,  "What  has  GAO  said;  are 
the  facts  right  from  our  perspective?"  And,  if  GAO  has  been  invest- 
ing 30  days,  60  days,  90  days,  120  days  getting  a  particular  set  of 
facts,  the  agency  would  simply  like  to  have  the  opportunity  to  go 
back  and  see,  "Are  those  facts  correct  from  our  point  of  view: 
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Mr.  Shays.  I  will  tell  you  that  I  get  uneasy,  though,  when  I  think 
that  it  has  to  go  to  the  central  office  to  be  responded  to.  It  seems 
to  me  if  we  are  just  interested  in  the  facts,  the  facts  are  out  there 
in  the  field  office. 

So  if  I  were  GAO  doing  a  report,  I  would  be  interested  in  and 
like  the  opportunity  for  the  agency  in  that  area  to  respond,  but  I 
wouldn't  want  it  to  come  necessarily  back  to  the  Secretary.  I 
wouldn't  know  why  the  Secretary  would  have  a  better  ability  to  re- 
spond. Maybe  it's  just  my  perspective. 

May  I  just,  Mr.  Riggs,  ask  you  in  terms  of  how  much  time  you 
would  think  you  would  need  to  look  at  a  report? 

Mr.  RiGGS.  Well,  obviously,  it  depends  on  the  size  and  the  com- 
plexity of  the  audit.  I  think  also  there  is  an  intermediate  step  that 
when  the  agency  comments  are  not  requested,  there  is  an  oppor- 
tunity to  review  statements  of  fact,  which  I  think  is  an  intermedi- 
ate step  that  allows  the  agency  to  find  out  if  the  auditors  have 
made  any  errors  in  fact. 

There  is  some  complexity  involved,  because  we  are  a  far-flung 
agency.  I  suspect  that  much  of  the  review  needs  to  be  done  at  the 
location  where  the  audit  was  conducted,  but  I  think  there  is  a  need 
for  management  to  review  that. 

Some  of  the  concern,  I  believe,  about  agency  response  is  the  fear 
that  it  would  be  an  attempt  to  put  a  different  spin  or  a  whitewash 
on  the  audit,  and  I've  seen  that  from  both  sides.  I  suspect  that  we 
would  like  to  review  and  have  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  all 
audits.  I  also  think  we  would  like  to  have  an  opportunity  to  add 
a  paragraph  or  two  of  comment  when  there  is  a  letter  to  the  editor 
that  we  don't  like.  But  I  think  that  is  the  call  of  the  congressional 
committees,  and  we  would  defer  to  your  judgment  on  that. 

Mr.  Shays.  You  raise  an  interesting  point.  When  people  put 
something  on  my  desk  that  they  need  tomorrow,  and  I  wonder  why 
I  didn't  get  it  a  week  ago,  it  kind  of  ticks  me  off.  If  in  the  process 
of  doing  a  preliminary  review  you're  putting  it  on  the  Secretary's 
desk  and  you  say  you  want  it  back,  Mr.  Secretary,  in  3  days,  be- 
cause you  have  to  get  it  back  to  GAO,  I  can  imagine  that  person's 
response. 

I  would  love  to  just  ask  you,  the  staff  for  GAO — I  just  want  to 
get  into  this  last  area.  The  last  area  I  want  to  get  into  is  the  issue 
of  what  legitimately  should  be  changed  and  how  you  would  note  it 
in  a  report.  If  you  would  either,  or  staff  employees  for  GAO,  if  you 
would  tell  me  how  you  think  a  change  to  a  report  should  be  made 
and  when  do  you  think  it  is  legitimate,  and  when  should  it  be  high- 
lighted and  when  should  it  be  made  without  any  highlighting? 

I  can  think  of  one  instance  where,  if  you  simply  say,  you  know, 
"There  are  ten  units  here,"  and  there  are  five  units,  and  it  is  point- 
ed out  there  are  five  units,  you  would  change  it  to  five  and  you 
wouldn't  need  to  note  that.  But  when  it  becomes  a  value 
judgment 

Ms.  McKiNNEY.  When  the  facts  are  slightly  different,  as  you  just 
exampled,  there  is  no  question  that  the  report  needs  to  be  changed 
to  reflect  the  accurate  information  from  the  agency. 

Mr.  Shays.  I'm  sorry.  Just  that  last  point.  I'm  sorry. 

Ms.  McKinney.  Your  example  was  absolutely  correct  and,  in 
those  instances,  the  report  is  changed  to  reflect  something  that  is 
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purely  factual.  There  are  times  that  we  may — I  have  a  perfect  ex- 
ample. 

The  last  report  that  I  put  out  used  the  phrase  "pro  forma,"  and 
it  had  to  do  with  whether  or  not  agencies — and,  in  this  case,  there 
were  14  agencies,  and  we  sent  reports  out  for  30  days  worth  of 
comments  to  all  these  agencies,  and  it  was  quite  a  laborious  proc- 
ess, to  incorporate  all  their  comments  into  one  report. 

Nonetheless,  the  agencies  came  back  and  they  were  very  upset 
that  we  had  used  the  phrase  "pro  forma."  The  meaning  that  we  in- 
tended for  that  was  that  the  act  had  done  very  little  to  change  the 
behavior  of  the  agencies.  They  had  already  been  doing  what  the  act 
required  them  to  do  before  it  was  promulgated.  What  the  agencies 
felt  like  we  meant  by  using  that  phrase  was  they  weren't  doing 
anything,  they  were  just  taking  a  gloss  over  this,  that  they  weren't 
domg  what  they  were  actually  supposed  to  do,  they  were  only  pay- 
ing lip  service  to  it. 

In  that  case,  it  was  an  editorial  change.  It  didn't  have  anything 
to  do  with  what  the  report  said.  We  took  that  phrase  out.  We  were 
happy  with  it;  the  agencies  were  happy  with  it;  and  that  was  no 
problem. 

In  cases  where  we  have  data  and  facts  to  support  a  conclusion 
and  the  agency  says,  "We  don't  like  that;  we  don't  think  that's 
right,"  GAO  will  put  the  agency's  comments  in  the  back  of  the  re- 
port as  an  appendix.  We  will  address  them.  We  will  answer  them. 
But,  in  my  experience  and  the  experience  of  the  colleagues  that  I 
can  speak  for,  we  will  not  change  the  reports. 

Mr.  Shays.  It's  kind  of  like  a  letter  to  the  editor,  though.  The  edi- 
tor can  get  the  last  word.  So  I'm  sure  that  sometimes  departments 
can  comment,  but  you  will  comment  on  what  they  have  commented 
on,  correct? 

Ms.  McKlNNEY.  That  is  exactly  correct. 

Mr.  Shays.  OK 

Ms.  McKI^fNEY.  But  then  there  are  some  agencies  who  prefer  to 
wait  until  the  report  is  published,  even  though  it  may  have  gone 
out  to  them  for  comment,  to  make  their  comments  at  later  time, 
so  then  it's  this  continuing  process  of  answering  comments  back 
and  forth. 

Mr.  Shays.  Would  you  department  heads  agree  that,  in  the  areas 
where  you  are  allowed  to  comment,  has  it  ever  been  your  experi- 
ence that  you  had  a  comment  that  you  wanted  inserted  into  the 
GAO  report  that  wasn't  inserted? 

Mr.  Lamb.  I  would  say  that  is  frequently  the  case,  where  we  will 
make  a  suggestion  and  it  doesn't  end  up  in  the  body  of  the  report. 

Mr.  Shays.  That  part  is  all  right. 

Mr.  Lamb.  But  we  give  GAO  very  high  marks.  They  will  always 
print  a  statement  in  the  back  of  the  report  saying,  "This  is  the  de- 
partment's full  response."  I  think  that  is  all  we  really  ask  for. 

We  are  not  asking  that  GAO  agree  with  every  one  of  our  rec- 
ommendations. We  will  ask  them  to  consider  them  and  certainly  to 
print  them,  but  not  to  necessarily — we  are  certainly  not  dictating 
what  their  conclusions  ought  to  oe.  Their  independence  is  impor- 
tant to  us,  too. 

If  I  might  respond  to  the  question  you  raised  before,  though, 
about  why  45  days  might  be  necessary. 
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Mr.  Shays.  I  asked  the  question  and  I  didn't  give  you  chance  to 
answer,  did  I? 

Mr.  Lamb.  It's  not  only  a  question  of  just  checking  the  facts. 
Many  GAO  reports  deal  with  recommendations  and  recommenda- 
tions often  deal  with  broad  policy  areas,  and  that  is  a  question 
where  it  does  take  some  time  to  articulate,  do  we  think  the  GAO 
recommendations  make  sense  or  do  we  have  an  alternative.  That 
is  really  where  the  time  is  needed. 

It's  not  really  a  question  of  checking  the  facts.  I  would  agree  with 
you,  if  it  is  just  a  factual  or  check,  more  time  wouldn't  be  needed. 

Mr.  Shays.  Before  I  turn  it  over  to  Mr.  Horn,  I'm  struck,  obvi- 
ously, by  this  whole  point  of  how  much  time  should  you  have.  Obvi- 
ously, it  is  the  size  of  the  audit.  It  is  also  the  amount  of  disagree- 
ment you  have  in  the  audit.  I  realize  there  would  have  to  be  some 
kind  of  flexibility. 

But  it  would  seem  to  me  even  then  you  could  establish,  from  a 
period,  from  this  period  to  this  period,  depending  on  the  size  and 
the  amount  of  disagreement.  Mr.  Horn,  Dr.  Horn,  you  have  the 
floor. 

Mr.  Horn.  Thank  you  very  much.  Sorry  we  had  to  interrupt  that 
trend  with  a  vote.  It  turned  out  neither  the  chairwoman  nor  I 
made  it.  They  closed  the  vote  as  we  walked  through  the  door  with 
several  others.  So  that's  how  we  spend  our  lives  around  here. 

Let  me  get  back  to  the  pay  for  performance  system.  What  kind 
of  system  do  you  think  makes  sense?  If  you,  as  the  employees, 
could  draft  it  and  put  it  together,  what  would  you  advocate?  Let's 
just  go  right  down  the  line  of  all  GAG  employees. 

Ms.  Glandorf.  As  part  of  the  TQM  process,  GAO  is  planning  a 
long  term,  comparatively,  look  at  the  total  reward/recognition/com- 
pensation system,  as  I  understand,  beginning  in  January,  and  they 
will  explore  many  options.  That,  I  think,  ^s  wise. 

One  of  the  options  that  they  will  likely  look  at  would  be  what  the 
councils  had  recommended  before  the  implementation  of  PFP,  and 
that  was  to  have  a  performance  rewarded  system  within  the  GS 
system.  We  said  at  the  time  we  could  tighten  up  the  GS  system  to 
serve  the  same  purposes.  We  could  deal  with  poor  performers.  We 
could  deny  within-grade  increases,  if  that  were  necessary.  People 
just  didn't  have  the  courage  to  do  it  in  the  past.  We  could  also  beef 
up  the  awards  budget  and  could  give  out  more  handsome  awards 
under  that  system. 

There  may  be  other,  better  alternatives.  It  may  be  that  the 
present  system  can  be  tweaked  sufficiently  to  make  it  workable.  I, 
for  one,  would  not  presume  to  recommend  a  system  at  this  point, 
but  we  do  applaud  that  they  are  going  to  take  a  full-scale  look  at 
the  whole  thing,  and  we  hope  that  we  will  have  a  role  on  that  task 
force  as  we  did  on  the  short-term  PFP  task  force  earlier  this  year. 

Mr.  Horn.  OK.  Ms.  McKinney. 

Ms.  McKinney.  I  too  would  not  advocate  changing  the  system  to 
something  yet,  because  we  don't  know  what  we  want,  and  we 
would  like  to  see  if  total  quality  management  really  does  take  hold 
in  our  agency. 

I  will  say  that  right  now  there  are  some  groups  that  are  looking 
at  alternative  ways,  other  than  the  group  that  Ruth  mentioned. 
One  of  our  divisions  has  a  pilot  program,  and  they  are  doing  re- 
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search  right  now  into  alternative  pay  systems  and  alternative  ap- 
praisal systems,  and  moving  more  toward  a  team  approach. 

We  would  certainly  like  to  see  something  of  the  team  approach, 
but,  at  this  point,  we  could  not  describe  to  you  what  it  should  be. 

Mr.  Horn.  Thank  you.  Ms.  Wolslayer. 

Ms.  Wolslayer.  I  would  like  to  agree  with  the  band  II  council. 
I  think  the  band  I's  agree  with  the  principal  of  being  paid  based 
on  their  performance.  However,  in  the  environment  in  which  we 
work,  it  makes  it  hard.  We  do  a  lot  of  work  as  a  team,  and  I  think 
that  if  the  whole  team  was  rewarded  as  a  whole  for  the  work  they 
would  do,  that  would  help. 

I  can't  recommend  a  pay  system  right  ofif-the-bat,  either.  I  think 
it  really  needs  to  be  studied.  But  I  do  believe  that  the  employees 
at  all  levels,  from  the  administrative  staff  on  up,  need  to  be  in- 
volved in  that  process  of  developing  a  new  pay  system. 

Mr.  Horn.  Mr.  Hall. 

Mr.  Hall.  I  agree  wholeheartedly  with  Kelly's  statement.  An  ad- 
ditional point  I  would  like  to  make  is  that  on  the  demoralizing  ef- 
fect, I  don't  want  you  to  feel  like  we're  walking  around  with  our 
heads  down  and  demoralized  365  days  out  of  the  year.  That's  not 
true.  We'll  do  our  work,  regardless  of  what  pay  system  we  have. 

The  demoralizing  effect  happens  around  bonus  time,  and  even 
the  people  who  get  the  top  bonuses  even,  you  know,  feel  bad  be- 
cause maybe  one  of  their  colleagues  didn't  receive  a  bonus  and  is 
kind  of  down  about  that. 

Second,  we  are  involved — meaning  band  I's,  band  II's  are  in- 
volved— in  developing  a  better  system.  They  are  listening  to  what 
we  have  to  say. 

Mr.  Horn.  And  what  do  you  think  would  make  a  better  system? 

Mr.  Hall.  Again,  I  agree  with  Kelly's  statement  that,  in  prin- 
ciple, I  think  people  should  be  rewarded  based  on  their  contribu- 
tions, rather  than  just  amount  of  time  spent  in  grade,  and  I  think 
band  I's  feel  that  way  because  we've  got  more  to  gain,  frankly,  than 
people  who  have  been  there  longer. 

Also,  as  Kelly  raised,  and  GAO  is  working  on,  team  bonuses 
make  sense — there  would  be  more  team  spirit  fostered  under  that 
environment — and  also  trying  to  reduce  the  requirements  that  a 
certain  percentage  of  people  have  to  be  losers  in  the  system.  Let's 
try  to  make  a  system  where  everybody  can  kind  of  win  a  little  bit. 

Mr.  Horn.  You  mentioned  the  emphasis  on  teamwork,  because 
you  go  out,  it  takes  more  than  one  person  to  get  the  job  done.  One 
of  the  problems  with  awarding  the  benefits  based  on  the  team  ef- 
fort is  that  can  cover  up  deadwood  for  years  by  the  excellence  of 
the  rest  of  the  team,  and  the  deadbeat  gets  part  of  that  reward. 
How  fair  is  that? 

Ms.  McKlNNEY.  Well,  it  may  not  be  fair,  but  there  are  ways  that 
the  team  could  determine  the  allocation  of  the  reward.  If  there  is 
a  large  enough  team,  and  people  within  the  team  can  decide  who 
has  worked  hard  and  who  hasn't,  that  is  one  possible  way  of  weed- 
ing out  that  deadwood. 

Mr.  Horn.  Would  you  just,  since  we  get  into  deadwood,  how 
much  deadwood  would  you  say  exists  in  the  General  Accounting 
Office?  [Laughter.  1 

One  percent;  50  percent;  30  percent? 
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Mr.  Shays.  Then  we'll  ask  you  how  much  deadwood  you  think  is 
in  Congress.  [Laughter.] 

Ms.  Glandorf.  I  prepared  a  little  spiel  at  4  a.m.  that  I  would 
like  to  say  in  response  to  that. 

We  are  not  a  perfect  organization,  and  we  don't  do  perfect  work. 
Not  all  of  the  bright,  well-educated  people  that  we  hire  turn  out  to 
be  well-suited  to  what  we  do,  nor  do  they  always  do  their  best,  and 
our  work  is  not  flawless.  But  the  majority  of  our  people  are  com- 
petent and  dedicated,  and  they  strive  mightily  to  do  the  highest 
quality  work.  Most  of  the  time,  they  succeed. 

I  think  it  is  important  that  we,  as  an  organization,  and  as  indi- 
viduals, be  safely  able  and  willing  to  acknowledge  when  we  make 
mistakes  and  that  we  strive  continuously  to  improve.  I  think  the 
majority  of  our  people  do  that. 

Mr.  Horn.  Well,  that's  eloquently  stated.  It's  hard  to  beat  that 
analysis,  and  I  agree  with  a  lot  of  what  you  say.  In  passing,  one 
of  you  noted  that  sometimes — and  I  think  this  is  probably  true — 
it  is  management's  failure  to  deal  with  a  situation  where  dead- 
wood,  or  poor  performers,  continue. 

When  you're  in  a  general  schedule  system,  how  much  evaluation 
really  goes  on  prior  to  this  particular  plan  being  put  in?  Did  your 
supervisors  ever  talk  to  you  once  a  year,  or  was  it  just  an  auto- 
matic incremental  pay  raise  within  the  GS-5,  7,  or  9  category? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  The  raises  were  reviewed  by  management  before 
they  were  due,  and  they  had  the  option  of  denying  them.  They 
could  also  counsel  staff  ahead  of  time  and  could  say,  "You  are  in 
jeopardy  of  not  getting  your  within-grade  increase  if  you  don't 
shape  up."  The  fact  of  the  matter  was  that  that  was  seldom  done, 
because  that  takes  courage. 

Mr.  Horn.  Right.  Was  it  1  out  of  100? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Horn.  One  out  of  1,000? 

Ms.  Glandorf.  But  it  is  possible,  and  the  system  could  be  tight- 
ened up.  Those  expectations  could  be  made  of  managers. 

Mr.  Horn.  Let  me  ask  you,  are  you  all  members  of  an  employee 
union  at  GAG,  one  of  the  government  employee  unions? 

Ms.  McKiNNEY.  No.  We  do  not  have  a  union.  We  are  members 
of  employee  groups,  and  we  each  represent  a  different,  I  suppose 
you  could  call  them  special  interest,  and  we  have  issues  that  are 
important  to  our  constituents,  and  we  work  closely  with  manage- 
ment to  talk  about  what  those  issues  are,  but  we  are  not  a  union. 

Mr.  Horn.  Is  that  because  you're  in  the  legislative  branch 

Ms.  McKlNNEY.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Horn  [continuing].  And  the  law  did  not  apply  to  you? 

Ms.  McKjnney.  No,  it's  not.  It's  because  we  choose  to  operate  in 
this  fashion. 

Mr.  Horn.  OK  So  you  did  have  the  choice  when,  in  the  1960's, 
employee  unions  were  added  to  government  agencies  if  the  employ- 
ees wished  to  have  them? 

Ms.  McKiNNEY.  That's  true. 

Mr.  Horn.  And  GAO  employees  made  a  conscious  decision  not  to 
have  them? 

Ms.  McKlNNFY.  That's  correct,  and  we  revisit  the  issue  every 
couple  of  years.  We  are  occasionally  approached  by  a  union  who 


275 

would  like  to  come  in,  and  we  take  votes  at  our  national  meeting 
and,  up  to  this  point,  we  have  decided  that  that  is  not  the  way  we 
wfint  to  go. 

Mr.  Horn.  Do  you  feel  the  employee  groups  that  you  have 
formed  represent  all  GAO  employees?  Is  there  just  one  basic  em- 
ployee group? 

Ms.  McKll^WEY.  No,  there  are  nine. 

Mr.  Horn.  There  are  nine? 

Ms.  McKlNNEY.  We  have  two  groups  sitting  right  here. 

Mr.  Horn.  OK  And  that  is  because — OK,  midlevel  and  career 
level.  What  are  some  of  the  other  groupings? 

Ms.  McKiNNEY.  We  have  our  women's  advisory  group.  We  have 
a  group  of— it's  ACCRO. 

Ms.  WOLSLAYKR.  The  Advisory  Council  on  Civil  Rig-hts.  We  have 
Blacks  in  Government.  We  have  an  Advisory  Council  on  Disabil- 
ities, as  well. 

Mr.  Horn.  So  there  is  overlap  between  the  group? 

Ms.  WoLSij^YER.  Exactly. 

Ms.  McKlNNEY.  Exactly. 

Mr.  Horn.  You  can  be  in  midlevel  and  one  or  two  of  the  others. 
Are  those  groups  listened  to  on  a  regular  basis  by  management?  Is 
it  happenstance  or  do  you  have  a  regular  type  of  meeting? 

Ms.  McKlNNEY.  We  have  a  regular  schedule.  We  meet  with  the 
Assistant  Comptroller  General's  Office  for  Operations  bimonthly. 
And  I  would  like  to  say  that,  by  being  invited  here  today,  you  have 
certainly  strengthened  our  voice. 

Mr.  Horn.  Well,  I  think  you  have  been  excellent  witnesses,  and 
those  of  us  that  are  here,  we  have  learned  a  lot,  and  we  certainly 
appreciate  you  coming.  That's  all  I  have,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Shays.  It's  very  nice  to  have  you  all  here,  and  thank  you  for 
your  patience.  This  meeting  is — do  we  leave  it  open  for  5  legislative 
days  for  any  records? 

Mr.  Horn.  We  have  some  inserts  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Shays.  We've  already  done  that.  So  thank  you  very  much  for 
being  here. 

[Whereupon,  at  1:20  p.m.,  the  committee  adjourned,  to  reconvene 
subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair.] 
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Appendix  1. — Member  Statements  Submitted  for  the  Record 

statement  of  Senator  Carl  Levin 
House  Government  Operations  Committee  Hearing  on 

Oversight  Over  the  General  Accounting  Office 

October  26  and  28,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  submit  a 
written  statement  concerning  the  work  of  the  General 
Accounting  Office  (GAO) .   For  more  than  14  years  I  have  been 
a  member  of  the  Senate  Governmental  Affairs  Committee  and 
have  served  on  the  committee  as  either  the  Chairman  or 
Ranking  Minority  Member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Oversight  of 
Government  Management  (OGM)  during  that  time. 

The  OGM  Subcommittee  has  jurisdiction  over 
government-wide  procurement  and  ethics  issues  as  well  as 
generic  authority  to  reviev;  che  inaiiagtiriieni:  ci;  fedeial 
programs.   In  that  capacity  my  staff  and  I  have  worked 
closely  with  a  variety  of  GAO  offices  and  employees  and  have 
often  used  GAO's  work  as  a  basis  for  our  hearings  and 
legislative  efforts.   I  have  found  the  work  of  the  GAO  to  be 
balanced,  professional,  and  thorough. 

(277) 


278 


The  GAO,  for  example,  conducted  important  investigations 
and  reviews  in  the  following  areas  on  behalf  of  the 
Subcommittee: 

--  Excess  in  the  DOD  supply  system.   (GAO's  work  in 
this  area  was  the  basis  for  a  cut  of  almost  $4  billion  in  the 
FY  92  defense  budget  and  the  implementation  of  numerous 
management  improvements  in  the  DOD  inventory.) 

—  Procurement  reform.   (GAO  has  helped  us  to 
identify  and  document  numerous  procurement  abuses  which  has 
led  to  important  legislative  and  administrative  reforms . ) 

—  Ethics  enforcement  in  the  executive  branch. 
(GAO  has  assisted  us  in  overseeing  the  administration  of  the 
Executive  branch  ethics  program  which  has  resul4;ed  in 
stronger  ethics  enforcement.) 

In  addition,  we  have  worked  with  GAO  on  a  number  of 
individual  projects  ranging  from  improving  child  abuse 
prevention  programs  to  standardizing  the  best  elements  of 
loan  guarantee  programs . 

In  our  experience  with  GAO,  we  found  GAO  employees  to  be 
committed  to  honest  and  factually  based  outcomes.   I  know 
criticism  has  been  made  that  GAO  reports  have  contained  bias 
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or  have  been  slanted  to  reflect  the  desires  of  the  Member  of 
Congress  who  requested  the  GAO  report.   I  have  never 
experienced  that.   We  found  GAO,  if  anything,  to  err  on  the 
side  of  caution  in  drawing  conclusions  about  the  subjects  of 
their  reports . 

In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  have  been  several 
occasions  at  subcommittee  hearings  where  an  agency,  which  was 
the  subject  of  a  GAO  report,  challenged  a  GAO  finding  or 
fact,  and  in  every  case  I  can  remember,  GAO  was  right  and  the 
agency  was  wrong.   For  example,  the  subcommittee  was  holding 
one  of  many  hearings  on  DOD  inventory  problems  and  the 
witness  for  the  Air  Force  directly  challenged  a  key  fact  in 
the  GAO ' s  report  which  served  as  the  basis  for  the  hearing. 
When  GAO  went  back  to  document  the  item  in  the  report,  we 
learned  that  the  Air  Force  witness  was  misinformed  and  GAO 
was  right.   That  has  not  been  an  uncommon  experience. 

Mr.  Chairman,  GAO  serves  a  critical  function  in  helping 
Congress  carry  out  its  oversight  responsibilities.   The 
presence  of  an  independent  office  of  auditors  and  evaluators 
is  crucial  to  giving  Congress  and  the  Executive  branch 
agencies  the  continuing  assessments  they  need  on  how  federal 
programs  are  functioning. 

I  know  there  has  been  criticism  of  GAO  in  the  past  few 
years,  and  there's  no  organization  I  know  of  that  can't  do 
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better.   The  Senate  Governmental  Affairs  Committee  has 
commissioned  a  major  study  and  evaluation  of  GAO's 
operations,  using  the  National  Academy  of  Public 
Administration.   That  study  should  give  us  a  good 
understanding  of  how  GAO  selects  its  projects,  how  it  assigns 
its  staff,  how  it  prioritizes  issues,  and  how  it  ensures 
independent  judgement.   It  is  time  for  a  comprehensive  review 
like  this  one,  and  I  think  we  will  all  benefit  from  its 
results.   I  know  the  Comptroller  General  has  said  he  welcomes 
such  a  review. 

GAO's  job  is  not  easy,  and  no  one  would  argue  that  their 
performance  has  been  perfect.   But  the  vast  bulk  of  the  GAO's 
work  has  been  solidly  professional;  their  reports  have  saved 
probably  billions  of  dollars  over  the  years;  and  their 
breadth  and  depth  of  expertise  remains  impressive  and  is  a 
critical  resource  for  us.  -  ■     \   ■•-.'' 
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TESTIMOKY  OF 

REP.  HENRY  B.  GONZALEZ  (D-Texas) ,  CHAIRMAN 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  BANKING,  FINANCE  AND  URBAN  AFFAIRS 

BEFORE  THE 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS 

OCTOBER  26,  1993 

Thank  you  Chairman  Conyers  for  holding  this  oversight  hearing 
on  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAG) .  The  GAD  has  essentially 
served  as  the  Banking  Committee's  "right-hand"  as  it  probed  the 
causes  of  the  savings  and  loan  and  bank  crisis,  investigated  the 
Lincoln  Savings  and  Loan  and  Banca  Nazionale  del  Lavoro  (BNL) 
scandals,  and  drafted  laws  designed  to  ensure  that  the  financial 
industry  remains  safe  and  sound. 

The  GAO  staff  detailed  to  the  Committee  provide  us  with  top- 
notch  accounting,  research  and  investigative  skills.  It  would  be  a 
terrible  loss  not  only  to  the  Committee  in  its  oversight  and 
supervisory  role,  but  to  the  American  public  who  has  an  interest  in 
a  safe  and  sound  banking  system,  if  opponents  of  the  GAO  get  their 
way  and  slash  GAO's  budget. 

Rather  than  costing  money,  the  GAO  is  actually  quite  cost- 
effective.  Were  Committees  forced  to  hire  outside  consultants  or 
additional  staff  in  lieu  of  the  support  provided  by  the  GAO,  the 
cost  would  be  astronomical.  The  truth  is  that  the  GAO  has  saved  us 
millions  of  dollars.  According  to  the  Government  Operations 
Committee,  the  GAO  saved  American  taxpayers  more  than  $36  billion 
last  year  alone. 

The  GAO  has  made  significant  contributions  to  the  supervision 
and  regulation  of  the  banking  industry.  Its  recommendations  led  to 
major  changes  in  regulations  that  were  adopted  in  the  1989 
Financial  Institutions  Reform,  Recovery  and  Enforcement  Act 
(FIRREA) ,  and  accounting  reforms  suggested  by  GAO  were  incorporated 
in  the  1991  Federal  Deposit  Insurance  Corporation  Improvement  Act 
(FDICIA) . 

GAO's  contributions  to  FDICIA  include  requirements  that 
financial  institutions'  financial  statements  and  reports  of 
conditions  accurately  reflect  the  true  financial  condition  of  the 
institution,  that  uniform  accounting  principles  be  followed,  and 
that  an  outside  accountant  be  called  in  to  look  at  a  bank's  books. 
The  GAO  helped  create  tough  accounting  standards  to  end  the  phony 
standards  that  enabled  the  S&L  industry  to  camouflage  its 
precarious  financial  condition  during  the  1980s.  Through  GAO 
efforts,  we  are  saving  the  taxpayer  from  again  having  to  pay  the 
billions  of  dollars  currently  being  spent  to  bail  out  the  S&L 
insurance  fund. 
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The  GAO  staff  detailed  to  the  Banking  Conunittee  have  provided 
strong,  independent  and  objective  insights  in  several  key 
investigations,  namely,  the  BNL  and  Bank  of  Credit  and  Commerce 
International  (BCCI)  scandals,  and  have  proved  to  be  key  resources 
in  our  quests.  I  have  been  so  pleased  with  their  work  that  I  have 
hired  several  GAO  staffers  once  their  details  were  completed.  Their 
efforts  since  joining  the  Committee's  staff  have  been  exemplary. 

A  GAO  staffer  currently  on  detail  to  the  Committee  to  conduct 
a  year-long  review  of  the  Federal  government's  response  to  money 
laundering,  provides  a  strong  illustration  of  the  professionalism 
we  have  witnessed. 

In  requesting  a  GAO  detailee,  the  Committee  sought  to  identify 
areas  where  legislative  and/or  administrative  changes  were  needed 
to  make  the  Federal  anti-money  laundering  efforts  more  effective 
and  efficient. 

Mr.  James  (Jim)  Burow  met  the  challenge  and  has  served  as  our 
"right-hand  man"  in  this  effort.  Mr.  Burow's  background  in  working 
with  illegal  drug  law  enforcement,  customs,  prisons,  prosecution, 
courts  and  sentencing  issues  have  been  an  asset  in  his  work  on 
money  laundering  crimes.  His  experience  has  also  enabled  him  to 
negotiate  with  the  20-plus  Federal  agencies  involved  in  the  anti- 
money  laundering  effort. 

Mr.  Burow  meets  regularly  with  majority  and  minority  staff 
members,  and  in  preparation  for  field  hearings,  has  traveled  with 
minority  staff  members  to  meet  with  Federal  and  state  officials  to 
discuss  anti-money  laundering  issues. 

-* 

Once  the  Committee  had  a  complete  record  of  the  Federal  anti- 
money  laundering  efforts,  Mr.  Burow  helped  draft  legislation  for 
the  Committee's  consideration.  On  October  7,  1993,  I  introduced  HR 
3235,  the  "Anti-Money  Laundering  Act  of  1993,"  designed  to 
strengthen  the  government's  hand  in  the  fight  against  money 
laundering  while  at  the  same  time,  make  life  more  difficult  for  the 
money  launderers  themselves.  Additionally,  the  legislation  eases 
needless  paperwork  burdens  for  law  enforcement  agencies. 

Since  the  introduction  of  HR  3235,  Mr.  Burow  has  continued  to 
meet  with  Federal  agencies  and  private  industry  representatives  to 
solicit  their  opinions  for  this  legislation.  As  a  result,  his 
innovative  work  will  help  modernize  the  Federal  anti-money 
laundering  effort. 

Mr.  Burow's  accomplishment  is  characteristic  of  GAO's  work  on 
this  Committee.  Those  advocating  a  reduction  in  the  GAO's  budget 
will  be  sanctioning  an  unwarranted  attack  on  an  organization  that, 
rather  than  having  its  wings  clipped,  should  be  strengthened  so 
that  it  can  continue  to  soar.  To  cut  the  budget  of  GAO  would  be  a 
disservice  to  taxpayers  and  would  diminish  the  capability  of  one  of 
Congress'  most  valuable  arms. 
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TESTIMONY  OF  REPRESENTATIVE  BENJANflN  A.  OILMAN  (R-NY) 
BEFORE  THE  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS  COMMITTEE 

October  26,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman: 

I  appreciate  your  invitation  to  testify  during  your  oversight  hearing  on 
the  General  Accounting  Office.  These  hearings  are  long  overdue.  I  commend 
my  good  friend  from  Pennsylvania  and  the  Republican  Chairman,  Mr. 
dinger,   for  scheduling  them. 

Let  me  speak  to  you  from  the  perspective  of  a  Member  of  Congress  who 
came  to  this  body  in  1972,  and  one  who  has  served  as  ranking  Republican 
Member  of  the  Committee  on  Post  OfTice  and  Civil  Service  and  now  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  as  well  as  being  an  active  Member  of  the  Select 
Committee  on  Narcotics  and  the  Select  Committee  on  Hunger. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  has  played  and  continues  to  play  an 
important  role  in  our  Congressional  oversight  responsibilities.  For  many 
years,  we  have  relied  upon  GAO  to  conduct  an  objective  audit  of  Executive 
Branch  programs  and  provide  a  sound  foundation  for  our  oversight. 
However,  during  the  past  several  years,  I  have  become  concerned  about  the 
perception  that  the  General  Accounting  OfTice  is  becoming  politicized. 
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I  have  heard  concerns  expressed  about  GAO  detailees  assigned  to 
Committees  without  the  knowledge  or  concurrence  of  the  Minority.  Needless 
to  say,  Minority  confidence  in  the  impartiality  of  GAO  is  undermined  when 
such  practices  occur.  The  current  rules  adopted  last  Congress  by  the 
Committee  on  House  Administration  limit  this  practice.  Minority  concurrence 
is  now  required. 

GAO  was  established  to  serve  as  the  independent  auditors  and 
comptrollers  of  the  federal  government,  not  a  political  arm  for  either  the 
M^ority  or  Minority  parties  in  Congress.  I  think  we  in  Congress  need  to  be 
mindful  of  that  role  and  not  put  GAO  in  no-win  situations.  When  I  flrst  came 
to  Congress,  nearly  three  quarters  of  GAO's  work  was  self-initiated.  Today, 
more  than  80%  of  its  workload  is  in  response  to  Congressional  requests.  With 
its  resources  declining,  I  believe  we  would  be  served  better  by  having  GAO 
reserve  this  ratio. 

As  our  requests  have  increased,  GAO  has  been  stretched  to  enter  areas 
where  they  spent  too  much  time  getting  up-to-speed  in  areas  where  they  do  not 
have  either  experience  or  expertise. 
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Again,  I  believe  we  need  to  be  careful  because  agencies  that  depend  on 
Congress  for  their  funding  have  a  hard  time  saying  no  to  our  requests. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  with  any  hearing,  we  tend  to  focus  on  what's  wrong 
and  forget  about  what's  right  with  an  organization.  I  stil!  have  a  high  regard 
for  GAO  and  realize  that  now,  more  than  ever,  we  in  Congress  need  its 
impartial,  objective  and  timely  reviews  of  Executive  Branch  programs. 
Returning  the  agenda  to  GAO  would  go  a  long  way  toward  satisfying  that 
objective. 


Again,  I  commend  you  for  conducting  these  hearings  and  look  forward 
to  working  with  you  if  I  can  provide  any  additional  assistance. 
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TESTIMONY  OF 

HONORABLE  BYRON  L.  DORGAN 

U.S.  HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS 

OCTOBER  26,  1993 

MR.  CHAIRMAN: 

You  have  properly  convened  a  hearing  to  examine  the 
performance  of  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO) .  After  all, 
the  Congress  depends  upon  GAO  more  than  any  other  organization  to 
evaluate  the  performance  of  the  Federal  Government  itself. 

To  put  the  issue  squarely:  if  we  can't  depend  on  GAO  for 
timely,  objective,  and  useful  evaluations  of  the  Federal 
Government,  then  we  guide  the  ship  of  state  with  a  faulty 
compass. 

I  won't  presume  to  give  the  definitive  answer  to  the 
question  of  GAO's  performance.  However,  I  can  draw  upon  twelve 
years  of  service  in  the  U.S.  House,  two  years  as  Chairman  of  the 
House  Democratic  Task  Force  on  Government  Waste,  and  one  year  as 
the  Chairman  of  the  Government  Waste  Project  of  the  Senate 
Governmental  Affairs  Committee.  From  those  experiences  I  have 
gained  considerable  knowledge  of  GAO's  performance  as  a  result  of 
requesting  dozens  of  studies  myself  and  reviewing  literally 
hundreds  of  others  in  my  oversight  work. 

Permit  me  to  illustrate  how  I  evaluate  GAO's  work.  In  1991 
and  1992,  I  led  a  Task  Force  on  Government  Waste  which  resulted 
in  a  report  recommending  ways  to  cut  over  $60  billion  in  wasteful 
spending.  Virtually  every  recommendation  was  derived  from  studies 
carried  out  by  the  GAO. 

But  I  didn't  take  GAO's  findings  at  face  value.  Every 
recommendation  in  the  report  was  screened  by  the  relevant 
authorizing  committee  or  appropriations  subcommittee.  The 
committees  found  overwhelmingly  that  GAO's  work  was  accurate  and 
relevant  to  the  budget  debates  of  the  House. 

Another  example  relates  to  my  work  in  representing  my  own 
state  of  North  Dakota.  For  years,  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  had 
based  its  management  plan  of  the  Missouri  River  dams  and 
reservoirs  on  what  I  regarded  as  a  limited  view  of  the  federal 
mandate  for  water  management.  In  essence,  the  Corps  had  erred  in 
not  giving  sufficient  weight  to  recreation  and  hydropower  as 
legitimate  goals  of  Missouri  Basin  management. 

GAO  reported  to  me  last  year  that  the  Corps  needs  to 
consider  all  mandated  water  management  goals  including  recreation 
—  not  just  cargo  traffic  and  flood  control.  Some  downstream 
states  didn't  like  that  conclusion,  but  the  Army  Corps  has  begun 
to  follow  GAO's  recommendation  because  it  was  the  right  one. 
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Page  Two 

More  recently,  I  asked  the  GAO  to  review  what  I  view  as 
gross  mismanagement  by  the  Navy.  As  part  of  1993  base  closing 
process,  the  Navy  recommended  the  shut  down  of  a  custom-designed 
$27  million  Naval  undersea  warfare  center  that  it  actively 
supported  in  the  1991  round  of  closings.  This  study  has  just 
gotten  under  way,  but  I  can  report  that  GAO  responded  promptly 
and  professionally  to  my  request. 

Let  me  also  say  that  I  have  not  always  agreed  with  GAO's 
report  findings.  In  1990,  I  sought  information  on  whether  the 
Departments  of  Defense  and  Justice  were  vigorously  enforcing  a 
defense  contracting  anti-fraud  measure  which  I  had  passed  before. 
GAO's  response  did  not  give  me  all  the  answers  I  might  have  hoped 
for.  But  the  audit  was  thorough,  timely,  and  useful  in  my  future 
legislative  efforts. 

In  a  word,  Mr.  Chairman,  GAO  generally  does  excellent  work. 
It  has  done  so  even  though  its  caseload  has  increased 
dramatically  while  its  budgets  have  not.  And  as  noted,  each  one 
of  us  may  not  agree  with  every  GAO  finding.  But  we  must 
acknowledge  that  7  5  percent  of  GAO  recommendations  are 
implemented  within  four  years  of  a  report. 

Consequently,  I  find  that  GAO  does  the  kind  of  work  that 
qualifies  it  to  stay  on  the  job  as  the  chief  auditor  of  Federal 
Government  performance. 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  HONORABLE  MAJOR  OWENS 
MEMBER,  COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS 
OVERSIGHT  HEARINGS  ON  THE  US  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  commend  your  leadership  in  conducting  these 
hearings  that  take  a  close  look  at  the  operation  of  the  General 
Accounting  Office. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  addition  to  being  a  member  of  this  Committee,  I 
have  served  for  the  past  seven  years  as  the  Chairman  of  the 
Education  and  Labor  Subcommittee  on  Select  Education,  now  the 
Subcommittee  on  Select  Education  and  Civil  Rights. 

During  my  tenure,  GAO  has  repeatedly  provided  valuable  assistance 
in  helping  us  deal  with  subjects  as  diverse  as  the  management  of 
the  Department  of  Education,  drug  abuse  prevention  programs, 
vocational  rehabilitation  and  education,  civil  rights 
enforcement,  and  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act. 

A  GAO  study  of  the  Department  of  Education's  Office  of  Special 
Education  and  Rehabilitative  Services  led  to  significant  changes 
in  the  management  of  programs  whose  budgets  exceed  $4  billion 
dollars.   Also,  as  a  result  of  GAO  recommendations,  the 
Departments  of  Health  and  Human  Services  and  Education  have 
improved  their  drug  abuse  prevention  programs. 

During  the  reauthorization  of  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Act,  GAO 
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helped  the  House  and  Senate  make  changes  to  improve  and 
strengthen  program  accountability.   In  two  recent  hearings,  GAO 
provided  insights  into  the  current  state  of  the  Equal  Employment 
Opportunity  Commission. 

GAO's  initial  report  to  me  on  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act 
suggested  that  by  the  time  the  public  access  provisions  of  the 
ADA  went  into  effect,  sixty-seven  percent  of  business  and 
government  facilities  had  established  access  for  disabled 
citizens  consistent  with  federal  guidelines.   However,  because  I 
am  concerned  that  barriers  may  remain  and  lack  of  understanding 
of  the  law  continues,  I  have  asked  GAO  to  continue  to  monitor 
compliance  and  report  again  on  whether  both  understanding  of  the 
law  and  access  to  facilities  have  improved. 

GAO  has  done  an  outstanding  job  in  serving  my  subcommittee,  and 
thus  the  Congress,  as  we  carry  out  our  oversight  and  legislative 
responsibilities.   Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity 
to  say  that  for  the  record  and  to  voice  my  support  for  an 
independent  and  fully-funded  GAO. 
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Statement  of  Congressman  Jack  Brooks 

Committee  on  Government  Operations 

Oversight  of  the  General  Accounting  Office  I J 

Tuesday,  October  26,  1993  (t 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE,  THANK  YOU  FOR 
THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  PRESENT  MY  VIEWS  ON  THE  WORK  OF  THE  GENERAL 
ACCOUNTING  OFFICE. 

AS  WILL  BE  READILY  APPARENT  FROM  MY  REMARKS  TODAY,  I  VIEW 
G.A.O.  AS  A  TIRELESS  GUARDIAN  OF  THE  AMERICAN  TAXPAYER  AND  AN 
INDISPENSABLE  COMPONENT  OF  THE  LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  OF 
GOVERNMENT.    NEVERTHELESS,  NO  GOVERNMENT  AGENCY  --  NOT  EVEN  THIS 
VITAL  WATCHDOG  FOR  FRAUD,  WASTE,  AND  ABUSE  --  SHOULD  BE  IMMUNE 
FROM  OVERSIGHT  BY  ITS  CONGRESSIONAL  AUTHORIZING  COMMITTEE. 
INDEED,  DURING  MY  TENURE  AS  CHAIRMAN  CONYERS'  PREDECESSOR,  THE 
GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS  COMMITTEE  HELD  PERIODIC  OVERSIGHT 
HEARINGS  TO  HELP  ASSURE  THAT  G.A.O.  WAS  FULFILLING  ITS  STATUTORY 
MANDATE  IN  A  FUNDAMENTALLY  SOUND,  EFFICIENT,  ECONOMICAL 
MANNER.    MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  COMMEND  YOU  FOR  CONTINUING  THIS 
IMPORTANT  TRADITION. 

HAVING  SERVED  ON  THE  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS  COMMITTEE  FOR 
36  YEARS,  INCLUDING  14  YEARS  AS  CHAIRMAN,  I  MAY  BE  AS  FAMILIAR  WITH 
G.A.O.  -  BOTH  ITS  STRENGTHS  AND  WEAKNESSES  ~  AS  ANYONE  SERVING  IN 
EITHER  HOUSE  OF  CONGRESS.    BASED  ON  THIS  PERSONAL  EXPERIENCE,  I  CAN 
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SAY  WITHOUT  RESERVATION  THAT,  IN  MY  OPINION,  THERE  IS  NO  MORE 
DEDICATED  GROUP  OF  PROFESSIONALS  WORKING  ANYWHERE  -  EITHER  IN 
GOVERNMENT  OR  THE  PRIVATE  SECTOR.    I  AM  ALSO  CONVINCED  THAT  THE 
MAN  AT  THE  HELM,  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  CHARLES  BOWSHER,  IS  A 
INDIVIDUAL  OF  UNQUESTIONABLE  INTEGRITY.    UNDER  HIS  LEADERSHIP, 
G.A.O.  HAS  BECOME  AN  EVEN  MORE  POTENT  FORCE  FOR  ACCOUNTABILITY  IN 
THE  USE  OF  THE  TAXPAYERS'  MONEY. 

BUT  YOU  DON'T  HAVE  TO  TAKE  MY  WORD  FOR  IT;  LET  THE  FACTS 
SPEAK  FOR  THEMSELVES.    BY  ANY  OBJECTIVE  MEASURE  --  WHETHER  THE 
NUMBER  OF  REPORTS,  RECOMMENDATIONS,  OR  CONGRESSIONAL 
APPEARANCES  PER  YEAR  -  G.A.O. 's  PRODUCTIVITY  HAS  INCREASED 
DRAMATICALLY  OVER  THE  PAST  DECADE. 

BUT,  AS  IMPRESSIVE  AS  THESE  FIGURES  ARE,  THE  FINANCIAL  BENEFITS 
OF  G.A.O.'s  WORK  CONSTITUTE  THE  REAL  "BOTTOM  LINE."    HERE  AGAIN,  THE 
COLD,  HARD  STATISTICS  ARE  FAR  MORE  ELOQUENT  THAN  ANY  PERSONAL 
OBSERVATIONS  I  CAN  OFFER  YOU.    ACCORDING  TO  THE  COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL'S  MOST  RECENT  ANNUAL  REPORT,  FROM  FISCAL  YEAR  1983 
THROUGH  FISCAL  1992,  G.A.O.'s  WORK  YIELDED  TANGIBLE  BENEFITS  - 
INCLUDING  BOTH  CASH  SAVINGS  AND  THE  AVOIDANCE  OF  UNNECESSARY 
EXPENDITURES  --  OF  OVER  $173  BILLION.    PERHAPS  EVEN  MORE  IMPORTANT, 
THE  TREND  LINE  ON  SUCH  BENEFITS  IS  UP  SPECTACULARLY  -  FROM  JUST 
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UNDER  $10  BILLION  DURING  FISCAL  YEARS  1983-84,  TO  $70  BILLION  DURING 
FISCAL  YEARS  1991-92. 

DESPITE  THIS  PROVEN  TRACK  RECORD,  G.A.O.  TODAY  FINDS  ITSELF 
THE  TARGET  OF  A  SMALL,  BUT  INCREASING  VOCAL,  GROUP  OF 
CONGRESSIONAL  CRITICS.    IN  THEIR  EYES,  G.A.O.  IS  A  BLOATED,  OUT-OF- 
CONTROL,  PARTISAN  BUREAUCRACY  THAT  SKEWS  ITS  FINDINGS  AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS  TO  PLEASE  THE  MAJORITY  PARTY  IN  CONGRESS.    WHILE 
EACH  MEMBER  IS  OBVIOUSLY  ENTITLED  TO  HIS  OR  HER  OWN  OPINION,  I 
THINK  THIS  VIEW  OF  G.A.O.  IS  VERY  DIFFICULT  TO  SQUARE  WITH  THE  FACTS 
RECITED  ABOVE.    I  WOULD  ALSO  NOTE  THAT  IT  WOULD  BE  QUITE 
REMARKABLE  IF  G.A.O.  ISSUED  NEARLY  1,600  AUDIT  AND  EVALUATION 
PRODUCTS  A  YEAR  WITHOUT  RUFFLING  A  FEW  FEATHERS  ON  BOTH  SIDES  OF 
THE  AISLE  IN  THE  HALLS  OF  CONGRESS. 

WITH  RESPECT  TO  SPECIFIC  ISSUES,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  FOCUS  ON  FOUR 
AREAS  OF  PARTICULAR  CONCERN  TO  MANY  OBSERVERS  -  WHETHER  FRIEND 
OR  FOE  OF  THE  AGENCY:  1)  THE  ALLEGED  "OVER-RESPONSIVENESS"  OF 
G.A.O.  TO  CONGRESS;  2)  THE  ALLEGED  "BIAS"  IN  G.A.O.  REPORTS;  3)  THE 
TIMELINESS  OF  G.A.O.  REPORTS;  AND  4)  THE  USE  OF  G.A.O.  DETAILEES  BY 
CONGRESSIONAL  COMMITTEES.    I  WOULD  THEN  LIKE  TO  OFFER  A  FEW 
COMMENTS  ON  H.R.  2136,  THE  "GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE  REFORM  AND 
REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1993." 
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G.A.O.'s  ALLEGED  "OVER  RESPONSIVENESS"  TO  CONGRESS 

ACCORDING  TO  SOME  CRITICS,  SINCE  G.A.O.  DEVOTES  ABOUT  80 
PERCENT  OF  ITS  AUDIT  STAFF- YEARS  TO  CONGRESSIONAL  REQUESTS  AND 
CONGRESSIONALLY-MANDATED  WORK,  THE  AGENCY  IS  SOMEHOW  "OVER 
RESPONSIVE"  TO  CONGRESS.    THESE  OBSERVERS  BELIEVE  THAT  A  LARGER 
PORTION  OF  G.A.O.'s  AUDITS  AND  EVALUATIONS  SHOULD  BE  SELF-INITIATED. 

I  MUST  CONFESS  THAT  I  HAVE  SOME  DIFFICULTY  FOLLOWING  THE 
LOGIC  OF  THIS  ARGUMENT  -  THAT  G.A.O.'s  WORK  WOULD  SOMEHOW  BE 
MORE  VALUABLE  IF  IT  WERE  LESS  RELEVANT  TO  THE  ISSUES  BEFORE  THE 
HOUSE  AND  SENATE. 

G.A.O.  IS  AN  ARM  OF  CONGRESS.    THUS,  TO  MY  WAY  OF  THINKING,  THE 
AGENCY'S  WORK  SHOULD  -  ABOVE  ALL  ELSE  -  BE  RELEVANT  CONGRESS' 
NEEDS.    IN  FACT,  I  CAN  THINK  OF  NO  WORSE  USE  OF  PRECIOUS  AUDIT 
RESOURCES  THAN  TO  PUT  THEM  TO  WORK  PRODUCING  REPORTS  THAT  RUN 
THE  RISK  OF  GATHERING  DUST  ON  A  SHELF  SOMEWHERE  BECAUSE  THEY  ARE 
NOT  FOCUSED  ON  THE  MOST  PRESSING  ISSUES  BEFORE  US  AS  MEMBERS  OF 
CONGRESS.    CONVERSELY,  I  CAN  THINK  OF  NO  BETTER  WAY  OF  ASSURING 
THE  RELEVANCY  OF  G.A.O.'s  WORK  THAN  BY  HAVING  A  LARGE  PERCENTAGE 
OF  IT  DONE  IN  RESPONSE  TO  CONGRESSIONAL  REQUESTS. 
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ALLEGED  "BIAS"  IN  G.A.O.'s  REPORTS 

ANOTHER  PERSISTENT  THEME  AMONG  CRITICS  OF  G.A.O.  IS  THAT  THE 
AGENCY  IS  SOMETIMES  BIASED  TOWARD  THE  VIEWPOINT  OF  THE  MAJORITY 
PARTY  --  ESPECIALLY  THE  FULL  COMMITTEE  AND  SUBCOMMITTEE 
CHAIRMAN  WHO  REQUEST  THE  BULK  OF  G.A.O.'s  AUDITS  AND  EVALUATIONS. 
ACCORDING  TO  THIS  VIEW,  "WITH  G.A.O. ,  YOU  CAN  GET  ANYTHING  YOU 
WANT."    THERE  ARE  AT  LEAST  THREE  REASONS  WHY  THIS  ARGUMENT  DOES 
NOT  HOLD  WATER. 

FIRST,  IT  ASSUMES  THAT  THE  "MAJORITY  PARTY"  IS  SOMEHOW  A 
MONOLITHIC  ENTITY  THAT  G.A.O.  CAN  PLEASE  THROUGH  SKILLFUL 
SELECTION  OF  A  "ONE-SIZE-FITS-ALL"  FINDING  OR  RECOMMENDATION  ON 
ANY  GIVEN  ISSUE.    THAT,  I  SUBMIT,  IS  SHEER  FANTASY. 

SECOND,  THIS  CRITICISM  FLIES  IN  THE  FACE  OF  THE  DEMONSTRATED 
HONESTY  AND  INDEPENDENCE  OF  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  BOWSHER  AND 
HIS  PREDECESSORS  OVER  THE  YEARS.    MOREOVER,  G.A.O's  AUDITORS  AND 
EVALUATORS  ARE  WELL-TRAINED,  CAREFULLY  SELECTED  PROFESSIONALS 
WHO  ENJOY  CrVIL  SERVICE  PROTECTION  AND  THUS  HAVE  NO  REASON  TO 
FEEL  ANY  NEED  TO  CATER  TO  SUPPOSED  "WHIMS"  OF  THE  MAJORITY  PARTY. 

THIRD,  A  G.A.O.  AUDIT  FINDING  OR  RECOMMENDATION  CAN  NOT  BE 
FASHIONED  OUT  OF  WHOLE  CLOTH  -  IT  MUST  BE  BACKED  BY  SOLID 
DOCUMENTATION  AND  SURVIVE  A  RIGOROUS  INTERNAL  REVIEW  PROCESS. 
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GIVEN  THESE  PROCEDURAL  CHECKS  AND  BALANCES,  IT  BECOMES  EVEN 
HARDER  TO  LEND  CREDENCE  TO  THE  NOTION  THAT  "WITH  G.A.O.,  YOU  CAN 
GET  ANYTHING  YOU  WANT." 

FINALLY,  FROM  YEARS  OF  PERSONAL  EXPERIENCE  IN  REQUESTING 
G.A.O.  REPORTS,  I  CAN  ASSURE  THE  MEMBERS  OF  THIS  COMMITTEE  THAT 
G.A.O.  DOES  NOT  SIMPLY  PRODUCE  WHATEVER  A  COMMITTEE  CHAIRMAN 
WANTS.    INDEED,  OVER  THE  YEARS  I  HAVE  BEEN  QUITE  CONCERNED  THAT 
THE  FINDINGS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS  IN  FINAL  G.A.O.  REPORTS  ARE  NOT 
ALWAYS  AS  STRONG  AND  AS  POINTED  AS  WOULD  BE  WARRANTED  BY  THE 
SOLID  WORK  DONE  BY  THE  AUDITORS  IN  THE  FIELD.    WHILE  I  FULLY 
SUPPORT  THE  REQUIREMENT  FOR  THOROUGH  AND  CONVINCING 
DOCUMENTATION,  I  THINK  THOSE  INVOLVED  IN  G.A.O. 's  INTERNAL  REPORT 
REVIEW  PROCESS  SOMETIMES  BECOME  RELUCTANT  TO  ISSUE  TOUGH,  HARD- 
HirnNG  REPORTS.    SUCH  EXCESSIVE  CAUTION  IS  A  DISSERVICE  TO 
CONGRESS,  THE  TAXPAYERS,  AND  ULTIMATELY,  TO  G.A.O.  ITSELF. 

TIMELINESS  OF  G.A.O.  REPORTS 

A  THIRD  COMMON  CRITICISM  OF  G.A.O.    -  AND  A  CONCERN  THAT  I 
SHARE  --  IS  THE  LENGTH  OF  TIME  IT  TAKES  THE  AGENCY  TO  ISSUE  A  REPORT 
IN  RESPONSE  TO  A  CONGRESSIONAL  REQUEST.    AN  AUDIT  REPORT  ON  A 
CONTROVERSIAL  MULTI-BILLION  DOLLAR  GOVERNMENT  PROGRAM  MAY  BE 
TOUGH,  INCISIVE,  AND  RIGHT  ON  TARGET;  UNFORTUNATELY,  IT  WILL  BE  OF 
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LITTLE  USE  IF  ITIS  NOT  READY  TO  BE  ISSUED  UNTIL  A  FEW  WEEKS  AFTER  A 
CRUCL\L  FLOOR  VOTE  ON  WHETHER  TO  CONTINUE  FUNDING  THE  PROGRAM. 

WHILE  QUALITY  IS  OF  PARAMOUNT  IMPORTANCE,  I,  FOR  ONE,  REFUSE 
TO  BELIEVE  THAT  THIS  GOAL  IS  INCOMPATIBLE  WITH  THE  NEED  FOR  MORE 
TIMELY  REPORTS.    WITH  THE  PROPER  DEDICATION  AND  COMMITMENT  -- 
FROM  THE  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  RIGHT  ON  DOWN  THE  LINE   -  G.A.O.  CAN 
ACHIEVE  BOTH  OF  THESE  GOALS.    IN  FACT,  DURING  THE  GOVERNMENT 
OPERATIONS  COMMITTEE'S  OVERSIGHT  HEARINGS  ON  G.A.O.  IN  1981  AND 
1985,  I  URGED  GENERAL  BOWSHER  TO  TACKLE  THIS  PROBLEM  HEAD-ON.    HE 
DID,  AND  THE  AGENCY  HAS  MADE  SOME  HEADWAY.    IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1992, 
THE  AVERAGE  G.A.O.  REPORT  WAS  COMPLETED  ABOUT  THREE  MONTHS 
FASTER  THAN  IT  WAS  IN  FISCAL  1985,  AND  THE  PERCENTAGE  OF  REPORTS 
ISSUED  BY  THEIR  ORIGINAL  ESTIMATED  COMPLETION  DATE  INCREASED  OVER 
THAT  SAME  PERIOD  TO  25  PERCENT  FROM  JUST  13.8  PERCENT.    THAT  IS 
PROGRESS,  BUT  I  THINK  G.A.O.  CAN   -  AND  MUST  --  DO  EVEN  BETTER. 

COMMITTEE  USE  OF  G.A.O.  DETAILEES 

AS  MEMBERS  OF  THIS  COMMFTTEE  ARE  WELL  AWARE,  THE  USE  OF 
G.A.O.  DETAILEES  BY  CONGRESSIONAL  COMMFrTEES  HAS  BECOME  A  POINT 
OF  INCREASING  TENSION  BETWEEN  MAJORTTY  AND  MINORFTY  MEMBERS. 
THIS  STTUATION  IS  EXTREMELY  UNFORTUNATE,  FOR  G.A.O.  AUDFTORS  AND 
EVALUATORS  ON  TEMPORARY  ASSIGNMENT  TO  HOUSE  AND  SENATE 
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COMMITTEES  HAVE  MADE  TRULY  OUTSTANDING  CONTRIBUTIONS  TO 
CONGRESSIONAL  OVERSIGHT  EFFORTS  OVER  THE  YEARS. 

IN  AN  EFFORT  TO  ACCOMMODATE  THE  CONCERNS  OF  MINORITY 
MEMBERS,  THE  PROCEDURES  FOR  REQUESTING  A  G.A.O.  DETAILEE  NOW 
INCLUDE  CONSULTATION  WITH  THE  MINORITY  ON  BOTH  THE  REQUESTING 
COMMITTEE  AND  THE  HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  ADMINISTRATION.    WHILE  I  AM 
CONCERNED  THAT  THESE  NEW  PROCEDURES  COULD  POTENTD\.LLY  BE  USED 
TO  BLOCK  LEGITIMATE  REQUESTS  FOR  DETAILEES,  I  HAVE  BEEN  WORKING  IN 
A  COOPERATIVE  MANNER  WITH  THE  JUDICIARY  COMMITTEE'S  RANKING 
REPUBLICAN,  HAMILTON  FISH  OF  NEW  YORK,  TO  ASSURE  THAT  THE 
COMMITTEE  IS  ABLE  TO  OBTAIN  THE  G.A.O.  ASSISTANCE  NEEDED  TO 
COMPLETE  ITS  IMPORTANT  OVERSIGHT  PROJECTS.    I  WOULD,  HOWEVER, 
STRONGLY  URGE  THE  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS  COMMITTEE  TO  SOUNDLY 
REJECT  CURRENT  PROPOSALS  FOR  FURTHER  RESTRICTIONS  --  SUCH  AS  THOSE 
INCLUDED  IN  H.R.  2136  --  THAT  WOULD  MAKE  THE  ENTIRE  DETAILEE 
PROCESS  COMPLETELY  UNWORKABLE. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  WHILE  I  REALIZE  THIS  IS  AN  OVERSIGHT  HEARING,  I 
FEEL  COMPELLED  TO  VOICE  ADDITIONAL  OBJECTIONS  TO  H.R.  2136,  THE 
DECEPTIVELY-TITLED  "GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE  REFORM  AND 
REORGANIZATION  ACT  OF  1993." 
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TfflS  LEGISLATION  WOULD,  AMONG  OTHER  THINGS.  REQUIRE  THAT 
EACH  CONGRESSIONAL  REQUEST  FOR  A  G.A.O.  AUDIT  OR  EVALUATION  BE 
APPROVED  BY  A  BI-PARTISAN  CONGRESSIONAL  "GENERAL  ACCOUNTING 
OFFICE  OVERSIGHT  BOARD."    THE  BOARD  WOULD  ALSO  BE  RESPONSIBLE  FOR 
PRE-APPROVING  THE  METHODOLOGY  TO  BE  USED  BY  G.A.O.  IN  COMPLETING 
THE  REQUEST,  AND  THE  COMPTROLLER  GENERAL  WOULD  BE  PROHIBITED 
FROM  ISSinNG  A  FINAL  REPORT  WITHOUT  THE  BOARD'S  APPROVAL. 
MOREOVER,  ONCE  A  CONGRESSIONAL  REQUEST  IS  APPROVED,  THE 
REQUESTING  MEMBER  OR  COMMITTEE  WOULD  BE  PROHIBITED  FROM 
CONTACTING  G.A.O.  REGARDING  THAT  MATTER  UNTIL  THE  REPORT  IS 
ISSUED. 

SINCE  THIS  IS  NEITHER  THE  TIME  NOR  PLACE  TO  DISCUSS  THIS 
PROPOSAL  IN  DETAIL,  I  WILL  SIMPLY  SUMMARIZE  BY  OBJECTIONS  BY 
STATING  THAT  THESE  PROVISIONS  ARE  TOTALLY  UNWARRANTED, 
UNREASONABLE  -  AND  MOST  IMPORTANT.  UNWORKABLE.    BY 
SUPERIMPOSING  A  DENSE  SUPRASTRUCTURE  OF  CONGRESSIONAL 
BUREAUCRACY,  THE  LEGISLATION  WOULD  SUBORDINATE  THE  REAL  WORK 
OF  THE  G.A.O.  TO  THE  MICROMANAGEMENT  OF  MEMBERS  OF  CONGRESS  - 
WHERE  THE  POSSIBILITY  FOR  PARTISANSHIP  AND  IDEOLOGICAL  FERVOR 
WOULD  BE  AN  IMMINENT  THREAT  TO  G.A.O.'s  INDEPENDENCE.    THE 
SPONSORS  OF  THIS  MEASURE  MIGHT  AS  WELL  PROPOSE  LEGISLATION 
ABOLISHING  G.A.O.    -  THAT  APPROACH  WOULD  ACCOMPLISH  BASICALLY  THE 
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SAME  RESULT  AS  H.R.  2136,  BUT  WOULD  POSSESS  THE  RELATIVE  VIRTUE  OF 
BEING  FAR  MORE  STRAIGHTFORWARD. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THE  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE  IS  A  TOP-NOTCH 
ORGANIZATION  OF  DEDICATED  PROFESSIONALS  STRIVING  TO  SERVE  THE 
BEST  INTERESTS  OF  THE  AMERICAN  TAXPAYER.    THROUGH  CONTINUED 
CONGRESSIONAL  OVERSIGHT  EFFORTS  SUCH  AS  THIS,  WE  CAN  HELP  MAKE  IT 
EVEN  BETTER.    I  LOOK  FORWARD  TO  WORKING  WITH  YOU  AND  THE  OTHER 
MEMBERS  OF  THE  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS  COMMITTEE  TO  ACHIEVE  THIS 
IMPORTANT  GOAL. 

THANK  YOU. 
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HOUSE  COMMnTEE  ON 
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U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

><•<  Mvtum  HOu»  omct  hjildmo 
WASHINGTON.  DC  2061S-4100 

October  25,  1993 


Honorable  John  Conyers,  Jr. 

Chairman 

Coninittee  on  Government  Operations 

2157  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Thank  you  for  inviting  me  to  testify  before  the  Committee  on 
Government  Operations  at  oversight  hearings  on  the  General 
Accounting  Office. 

I  regret  that  a  previous  commitment  will  prevent  me  from 
appearing  at  the  rescheduled  hearing  on  October  26,  1993. 
However,  I  have  enclosed  a  copy  of  my  statement  which  I  would 
appreciate  being  inserted  into  the  hearing  record. 

You  have  my  best  wishes  for  a  successful  and  productive 
hearing. 

With  kind  regards. 


WILLIAM  D 
Chairman 


WDF:af 
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STATEMENT  OF 

HONORABLE  WILLIAM  D.  FORD 

CHAIRMAN,  COMMITTEE  ON  EDUCATION  AND  LABOR 

before  the 

COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS 
October  26,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee,  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  submit  testimony  on  your  examination  of  the 
efficiency  and  effectiveness  of  the  General  Accounting  Office 
(GAO) . 

Over  the  years  the  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor  has 
relied  on  the  auditing  and  investigative  skills  of  the  GAO  staff 
to  help  our  Committee  develop  legislation  to  reform  and  improve 
programs  under  its  jurisdiction.   Some  examples  of  GAO's  specific 
work  for  the  Committee  may  be  helpful  in  your  assessment  of  the 
agency. 

GAO  was  instrumental  in  helping  to  develop  the  1992 
amendments  to  the  Job  Training  Partnership  Act  (JTPA) .   These 
amendments  will  make  JTPA  spending  more  effective  by  eliminating 
financial  abuses  in  on-the-job  training  activities,  by  better 
targeting  JTPA  funds  to  serve  those  most  in  need  of  serivces, 
improving  JTPA  program  assessment,  and  by  helping  to  eliminate 
gender  and  racial  disparities  in  JTPA  services. 

In  February  of  this  year  the  GAO  reported  to  our  Committee 
the  degree  of  compliance  with  the  1988  Worker  Adjustment  and 
Retraining  Notification  Act.   The  agency  found  that  the  Act 
reduced  the  amount  of  time  laid-off  employees  were  unemployed. 
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Based  on  its  findings,  GAO  made  some  constructive  recommendations 
that  we  hope  will  lead  to  improvements  in  the  law  that  will 
result  in  further  reductions  in  the  amount  of  time  Americans  are 
out  of  work. 

The  GAO  is  serving  as  an  important  adviser  to  the  Committee 
on  Education  and  Labor  in  our  study  of  how  to  reorganize  and 
rationalize  the  "nonsystem"  of  125  employment  and  training 
programs  with  $16  billion  in  funding  spread  across  14  agencies. 
The  current  restructuring  of  our  economy,  with  the  attendant 
corporate  downsizing  and  employee  dislocation  challenges  us  to  do 
a  better  job  of  coordinating  our  employment  and  training  program 
network.   GAO  is  playing  a  critical  role  in  assisting  us  with 
this  undertaking. 

Our  Committee's  work  on  eduction  reform  and  program 
improvment  has  benefited  from  the  information  and  advice  of  the 
GAO.   After  visiting  school  districts  throughout  the  country  and 
examining  successful  education  reforms,  GAO  staff  provided 
guidance  on  the  development  of  the  education  reform  bill.  Goals 
2000:   Educate  America.   It  also  recommended  improvements  to 
Chapter  1  and  other  facets  of  the  Elementary  and  Secondary 
Education  Act,  which  our  Committee  is  currently  in  the  process  of 
reauthorizing. 

In  the  Committee's  comprehensive  work  on  the  1992  Higher 
Education  Reauthorization  Act,  the  GAO  provided  valuable 
assistance  in  writing  the  integrity  provisions  of  the 
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legislation.   These  included  tightening  eligibility 
requirementt  for  schools,  reducing  subsidies  to  lenders  and 
providing  greater  assurance  that  students  receive  quality 
education.   These  reforms  are  estimated  to  produce  savings  of 
over  $2  bilion  over  5  years.   Of  great  importance  is  that  fact 
that  GAO  uncovered  fraud  and  abuse  in  the  existing  guaranteed 
student  loan  program,  and  helped  us  develop  the  direct  student 
loan  demonstration  program. 

In  the  crucial  area  of  employee  health  and  retirement,  the 
GAO  provided  important  assistance  and  guidance  in  strengthening 
the  oversight  and  enforcement  role  of  the  Pension  Benefit 
Guaranty  Corporation  (PBGC) .   GAO  recommendations  led  to  stronger 
pension  funding  rules,  improving  the  retirement  security  of 
millions  of  workers  and  retirees.   The  agency's  PBGC  High  Risk 
Report  will  lead  to  a  reduction  in  the  government's  exposure  to 
billions  in  losses  from  PBGC's  insurance  program.   In  fact,  GAO's 
recommendations  already  have  led  to  strengthening  the  insurance 
programs  and  over  $2  billion  in  increased  government  revenues. 

GAO's  informational  and  advisory  reports,  as  well  as  its 
advice  and  counsel,  have  been  of  great  assistance  to  the 
Committee  on  Education  and  Labor  in  discharging  its  enormous 
responsibilities  over  a  wide  range  of  programs  and  issues. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  this  recitation  will  help  the  Committee 
to  evaluate  the  GAO's  performance  and  assess  its  worth  to  the 
Congress.   If  I  or  my  staff  can  provide  any  further  information. 
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please  feel  free  to  contact  us.   I  hope  your  inquiry  yields 
productive  results  that  will  help  to  guide  the  GAO  to  be  even 
more  effective  than  it  is. 
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Onc  HuNOttCD  Thiro  Conghess 


WILUAM  L  CLAY,  MiSSOURt,  CHAIRMAN 
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November  8,  1993    Ot-^ 

The  Honorable  John  Conyers,  Jr.  'Wj^  . 

Chairman  f^          ^  /W 

Committee  on  Government  Operations  '^^^^Coi 

2157  Raybum  House  Office  Building  ^^^^^Vr^^^c 

Washington,  DC  20515  "^"^yP^ 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

I  am  writing  in  response  to  your  letter  of  October  15,  1993, 
inviting  me  to  testify  before  the  Committee  on  Government 
Operations  regarding  my  experiences  with  the  General  Accounting 
Office  (GAO)  and  my  assessment  of  the  responsiveness  and  value  of 
GAO's  work.  While  I  regret  that  I  was  unable  to  appear  before  the 
Committee,  I  am  pleased  to  submit  the  following  for  inclusion  in 
the  record  of  the  Committee's  oversight  hearing. 

The  resources  directly  available  to  the  Committees  of  the 
House,  and  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  is  no 
exception,  are  limited  given  their  broad  legislative  and  oversight 
responsibilities.  I  have  found  the  assistance  and  resources 
provided  by  GAO  to  be  very  helpful  in  enabling  the  Committee  on 
Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  to  fulfill  its  legislative  and 
oversight  responsibilities. 

During  the  102nd  Congress,  the  GAO  provided  valuable 
information  to  the  Committee  on  topics  including  the  potential  for 
fraud  and  abuse  in  the  Federal  Employees  Health  Benefits  Progrzun, 
the  conduct  of  the  decennial  census,  the  propriety  of  granting 
career  appointments  to  former  political  appointees,  the  pricing  of 
postal  services,  and  the  views  of  managers  and  employees  on  the 
Government  as  a  place  to  work.  The  GAO  has  provided,  and  is 
continuing  to  provide,  crucial  resources  for  investigations 
initiated  by  the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  and  is 
developing  information  of  relevance  to  the  Committee's  legislative 
and  oversight  responsibilities.  In  my  experience,  GAO's 
information  has  been  competently  and  professionally  developed. 
While  I  have  sometimes  disagreed  with  the  conclusions  or 
recommendations  of  a  specific  report,  I  am  unaware  of  any 
allegations  of  unprofessionalism  or  bias  with  regard  to  the  actions 
of  GAO  in  relation  to  matters  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service. 
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The  Honorable  John  Conyers,  Jr. 
November  8,  1993 
Page  Two 

In  conclusion,  I  have  generally  found  the  quality  of  GAO's 
work  to  be  very  satisfactory  and  very  valuable  to  the  ability  of 
the  Committee  to  meet  its  responsibilities,  though  I  sometimes  wish 
a  report  or  study  could  be  produced  on  a  more  timely  basis. 


Wirrlam  L.  Clay 
Chairman 
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The  Honorable  John  Conyers,  Jr. 

Chairman 

Committee  on  Government  Operations 

2157  Rayburn  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C.   20515 

Dear  John: 


Pursuant  to  your  letter  of  October  13,  1993,  enclosed  please 
find  five  (5)  copies  of  my  Statement  for  the  Record  regarding  the 
guality  of  service  that  the  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO) 
provides  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation. 

On  behalf  of  our  Committee,  thank  you  for  giving  me  an 
opportunity  to  provide  testimony  for  your  oversight  of  GAO. 

Siniarely  yours. 


NORMAN  Y.  MINETA 

Chair,  Committee  on 

Public  Works  and  Transportation 


Enclosures 


William  F.  dinger 
Ranking  Minority  Member 
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COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS 

OVERSIGHT  HEARING  ON 
THE  U.S.  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE 

REP.  NORMAN  MINETA 

CHAIR,  COMMITTEE  ON 

PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  TRANSPORTATION 

STATEMENT  FOR  THE  RECORD 


The  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  is  a  valuable 
resource  for  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation.  In 
the  current  session  alone  GAO  has  issued  14  reports  to  our 
Committee,  providing  useful  information  and  unique  insight  into 
many  issues  under  our  jurisdiction,  such  as  vehicle  emissions, 
aviation  safety,  and  charter  bus  service.  GAO  is  working  on  about 
20  additional  assignments,  including  transportation  safety, 
satellite  navigation,  and  flood  control.  Also,  the  experience  and 
training  of  GAO  staff  detailed  to  the  Committee  have  greatly 
enhanced  our  ability  to  prepare  for  the  upcoming  Superfund 
reauthorization  and  other  major  issues.  However,  two  factors  limit 
GAO's  effectiveness  on  occasion — the  length  of  time  it  takes  to 
develop  reports  and  its  failure  from  time  to  time  to  appropriately 
convey  the  significance  of  the  problems  it  identifies  and  to  put 
them  in  the  context  of  an  agency's  overall  performance. 

GAO  reports  provide  us  valuable  information  because  they  are 
based  on  GAO's  unique  ability  to  synthesize  information  and  to 
study  issues  thoroughly.  Through  both  its  headquarters  and 
regional  offices,  GAO  obtains  information  from  numerous  sources, 
enabling   it  to  make   recommendations  based   not  only  on  the 
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Washington  headquarters  perspective,  but  also  on  state  and  local 
perspectives.  For  example,  in  preparing  one  of  the  many  reports 
mandated  in  the  Intermodal  Surface  Transportation  Efficiency  Act  of 
1991  (ISTEA),  GAO  staff  interviewed  officials  from  ten  states  and 
eight  metropolitan  areas,  in  addition  to  federal  officials  from  the 
Department  of  Transportation  and  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency.  Through  this  field  work,  GAO  found  that  the  limited  use  of 
ISTEA 's  flexible  funding  provisions  was  due  to  legal  restrictions 
on  the  use  of  fuel  taxes,  lack  of  experience  comparing  benefits 
from  different  transportation  modes,  and  allocation  formulas  that 
favor  highway  projects. 

Also,  in  responding  to  a  request  from  both  the  Chairman  and 
the  Ranking  Minority  Member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Investigations 
and  Oversight,  GAO  found  deficient  the  federal  strategy  for 
responding  to  catastrophic  disasters  because  it  lacks  provisions 
for  immediately  (1)  assessing  damage  and  needs,  and  (2)  providing 
food,  shelter,  and  essential  services.  In  its  report,  GAO 
recommended  several  changes  based  on  its  field  work  with  state  and 
local  emergency  management  officials  in  Florida,  Louisiana,  and 
Hawaii,  in  addition  to  federal  officials  and  academic  experts. 

At  our  Committee,  Members  of  both  parties,  who  often  have 
widely  divergent  views,  use  and  rely  upon  GAO  reports.  In  fact, 
Members  of  either  party  are  as  likely  to  cite  GAO  reports.  And, 
Members  of  both  parties  request  GAO  products,  sometimes  in  concert 
(as  in  a  recent  report  on  slow  progress  in  fireproofing  aircraft 
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cabin  interiors) ,  and  sometimes  individually.  Of  the  14  reports 
GAO  issued  to  the  Committee  this  session,  10  were  either  jointly 
requested  or  legislatively  mandated  (Table  1)  .  The  other  four  were 
requested  by  individual  Members  reflecting  their  particular 
interests.  There  was  nothing  partisan  in  these  requests.  In  fact, 
a  report  that  the  Ranking  Minority  Member,  Subcommittee  on  Public 
Buildings  and  Grounds,  requested  became  the  basis  for  Committee 
action  reducing  new  courthouse  construction  amounts  by  10  percent. 

Another  avenue  of  GAO  assistance  is  the  two  detailees  who  are 
providing  crucial  support  to  the  Committee  in  ways  that  the 
professional  staff  cannot.  As  detailees,  they  can  study  the 
Committee's  longer  term  needs,  while  the  professional  staff  must 
devote  their  attention  to  daily  issues.  One  detailee  is  working 
with  our  Subcommittee  on  Investigations  and  Oversight  to  study  and 
analyze  the  experience  to  date  under  the  Superfund  program — work 
that  we  expect  to  be  widely  used  as  our  Members  consider  their 
options  in  reauthorizing  the  Superfund  program.  Her  GAO  training 
in  evidence  evaluation,  analytical  reasoning,  and  report 
organization  provides  skills  that  are  invaluable  to  the  Committee. 
Our  second  detailee  just  began  work  with  the  Chief  Economist  to 
develop  information  in  the  critical  areas  of  infrastructure 
investment,  productivity,  and  competitiveness.  Her  work  will  be 
the  foundation  for  several  Committee  positions.  She  has  also 
identified  an  electronic  economic  data  base  that  will  greatly 
enhance  our  future  analysis  capability. 
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Both  GAO  detailees  add  to  the  effectiveness  of  the  Committee 
overall,  not  merely  one  side  of  the  aisle  or  the  other.  The 
Ranking  Minority  Member  of  our  Committee  specifically  endorsed  our 
requests  for  these  detailees. 

While  GAO  provides  valuable  support  to  the  Committee,  two 
factors  tend  to  limit  GAO's  effectiveness  on  occasion.  First,  the 
length  of  time  GAO  takes  to  produce  reports  sometimes  exceeds  the 
Committee's  timeframe  for  addressing  issues.  Reducing  report 
processing  time  would  significantly  enhance  GAO's  usefulness  in 
such  situations.  Second,  GAO  reports  sometimes  fail  to  place  their 
concerns  in  the  proper  context.  For  example,  during  a  recent 
hearing  the  GAO  representative  said  that  he  would  give  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  an  "A"  grade  for  its  aircraft  certification 
program.  However,  the  title  of  the  accompanying  report  is  "New 
Approach  Needed..."  The  report  title  suggests  FAA  should  implement 
broad  changes,  while  GAO  stated  that  the  program  is  working  well 
overall.  GAO  reports  need  to  convey  more  appropriately  the 
significance  of  the  problems  they  identify  to  avoid  misrepresenting 
GAO's  actual  views  of  overall  agency  performance. 

On  balance,  however,  GAO  provides  excellent  and  widely  relied 
on  professional  support  to  both  the  Majority  and  the  Minority  of 
our  Committee  through  its  reports  and  its  detailees.  I  appreciate 
the  support  that  GAO  provides  the  Committee  and  look  forward  to 
continuing  to  have  the  benefit  of  its  excellent  and  productive 
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work.  Improvements  in  the  areas  mentioned  above  would  even  further 
improve  GAO's  effectiveness. 
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Table  1:   GAO  Reports  Delivered  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  Transportation  and  its  Sxibcommittees,  103rd  Congress,  1st 
Session 


Product 
Number 

Report  Title 

Type  of 
Request 

1 

Requestor (B) 

and/or 
Recipient (B) 

RCED-93-155 

Aircraft  Certification:  New 
Approach  Needed  to  Meet 
Challenges  of  Advanced  Technology 

Majority 

Oberstar 

RCED-93-91 

Aircraft  Maintenance:  FAA  Needs 
to  Follow  Through  on  Plans  to 
Ensure  the  Safety  of  Aging 
Aircraft 

Joint 

Oberstar, 
dinger 

RCED-93-135 

Aviation  Safety:  Unresolved 
Issues  Involving  U.S. -Registered 
Aircraft 

Majority 

Borski 

RCED-93-37 

Aviation  Safety:  Slow  Progress  in 
Making  Aircraft  Cabin  Interiors 
Fireproof 

Joint 

dinger, 
Oberstar, 

Dingell, 

Hollings, 

Ford 

RCED-93-162 

Charter  Bus  Service:  Local 
Factors  Determine  Effectiveness 
of  Federal  Regulation 

Mandate 

Mineta, 
Shuster, 
Riegle, 
D'Amato 

RCED-93-63 

Contract  Award  Practices: 
Metropolitan  Washington  Airports 
Authority  Generally  Observes 
Competitive  Principles 

Mandate 

Mineta, 
Shuster, 
Hollings, 
Danforth 

RCED-93-186 

Disaster  Management:  Improving 
the  Nation's  Response  to 
Catastrophic  Disasters 

Joint 

Borski, 
Inhofe 

RCED-93-60 

Disaster  Relief  Fund:  Actions 
Still  Needed  to  Prevent 
Recurrence  of  Funding  Shortfall 

Joint 

Borski, 
Inhofe 

GGD-93-132 

Federal  Judiciary  Space:  Long- 
Range  Planning  Process  Needs 
Revision 

Minority 

Inhofe 

RCED-93-165R 

Federal  Aviation  Administration's 
Emergency  Evacuation  Requirements 
for  Transport  Aircraft 

Joint 

Oberstar, 
dinger, 
Dingell 

GGD-93-46 

Kennedy  Center:  Information  on 
the  Capital  Improvement  Program 

Majority 

Mineta 

-  Continued 
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Table  1:  GAO  Reports  Delivered  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 
and  Transportation  and  its  Subcommittees,  103rd  Congress,  1st 
Session  (Continued) 


Requestor (8) 

Product 

Type  of 

and/or 

Number 

Report  Title 

Request 

Recipient (s) 

RCED-93-86 

Transportation  Infrastructure: 

Mandate 

Mineta, 

Oversight  of  Rental  Rates  for 

Shuster, 

Highway  Construction  Equipment  is 

Baucus, 

Inadequate 

Chafee 

RCED-94-25 

Transportation  Infrastructure: 

Mandate 

Mineta, 

Better  Tools  Needed  for  Making 

Shuster, 

Decisions  on  Using  ISTEA  Funds 

Baucus, 

I 

Flexibly 

Chafee, 

Riegle, 

D'Amato 

RCED-93-169 

Urban  Transportation:  Reducing 

Joint 

Mineta, 

Vehicle  Emissions  with 

Shuster, 

Transportation  Control  Measures 

Baucus, 
Chafee 
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COMMITTEE  ON  VETERANS   AFFAIRS 
33B  CANNON  HOUSE  OfFKE  BUIUMNG 

■utiingtoiu  BC  20515 
October  25,    1993 


Honorable  John  Conyers,  Jr. 

Chairman  z 

Committee  on  Government  Operations 

Washington,  DC  20515-6143 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman^ 

Thank  you  for  advising  me  of  yotir  October  26th  hearing  to 
examine  the  responsiveness  of  the  General  Accounting  Office,  the 
efficiency  of  the  agency's  operations,  and  employee  concerns. 

I  had  already  scheduled  a  full  committee  markup  on  the  morning 
of  October  26th  and  will  be  unable  to  attend  your  hearing;  however, 
I  would  appreciate  it  If  you  would  have  this  letter  inserted  as  part 
of  the  hearing  record. 

The  Veterans  Affairs  Committee  works  very  closely  with  the 
General  Accounting  Office  in  many  areas.   I  have  always  found 
representatives  of  the  agency  to  be  highly  professional.   At  times, 
the  work  is  not  as  thorough  as  it  should  be;  however,  part  of  the 
problem  cem  be  attributed  to  our  tendency  to  set  deadlines  for 
reports  from  the  agency  that  are  unrealistic.   Given  adequate  time 
to  conduct  its  work,  the  results  are  excellent. 

Still,  I  believe  the  response  time  for  an  official  report  should 
be  improved.   A  common  criticism  is  that  it  takes  too  long  to 
complete  the  work  that  the  agency  is  asked  to  do.   It  may  be  that 
some  of  the  projects  within  the  organization  have  some  bearing  on 
responsiveness.   If  that  is  the  case,  I  hope  the  agency  will  give  a 
high  priority  to  the  official  requests  made  by  committees  before 
undertaking  self -initiated  tasks. 

On  balance,  given  the  demands  on  the  agency  and  the  resources  at 
its  disposal,  the  Comptroller  General  and  his  staff  do  an  excellent 
job.   I  hope  your  comnittee  will  support  them  in  their  efforts  to 
carry  out  their  responsibilities  to  the  committees  of  the  Congress. 

Sincerely, 


G.V.     (SONNY)  MONTGOMERY 
Chairman 
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WILLIAM  H.  NATCHER,  KENTUCKY.  CHAIRMAN 
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HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON 
fiOV?PV«JH:»IT  OPC0«TONS 


Honorable  John  Conyers 

Chairman 

Comnilttee  on  Government  Operations 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  John: 

I  appreciate  your  recent  letter  asking  me  to  testify  before  your  Committee  on 
the  responsiveness  of  the  General  Accounting  Office  as  the  investigative  arm  of 
Congress. 

Unfortunately,  with  the  press  of  appropriations  business  over  this  week  and 
next,  I  regret  that  I  will  be  unable  to  participate  in  your  hearing. 

Our  Committee,  through  its  13  subcommittees,  frequently  calls  upon  the  GAO  to 
make  special  studies  and  investigations.  These  reports  are  used  along  with 
information  and  studies  from  many  other  sources  such  as  our  Surveys  and 
Investigations  staff,  the  Office  of  Technology  Assessment,  the  Congressional 
Research  Service,  Inspector  General  offices,  and  reports  of  other  Committees  to 
help  us  review  agency  programs  and  operations  and  to  make  recommendations  to  the 
Congress. 

My  experience  with  the  GAO  regarding  matters  of  the  Labor,  Health  and  Human 
Services,  and  Education  Subcommittee  has  been  generally  favorable.  In  particular, 
they  have  provided  excellent  support  in  our  review  of  Social  Security  computer  and 
staffing  Issues  and  in  the  area  of  student  aid  costs.  One  area  that  should  be 
reviewed,  however,  is  the  growth  in  self-Initiated  GAO  studies  and  the 
Justification  for  such  work. 

I  would  defer  to  the  other  Appropriations  Subcommittee  Chairmen  for  their 
Individual  assessments  based  on  their  experience. 

Sincerely, 


oJa^u^^P^ 


Chairman 
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Honorable  John  Conyers,  Jr. 

Chairman 

Committee  on  Government  Operations 

2157  Raybum  House  Office  Building 

Washington,  D.C. 


'1/^ 


Dear  Mirv^tHiai 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations  will 
hold  oversight  hearings  concerning  the  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  on 
Tuesday,  October  26.   I  commend  you  for  working  to  ensure  that  GAO  performs  at 
maximum  efficiency  and  provides  the  Congress  with  quality,  useful  products. 

As  chairman  of  the  Readiness  Subcommittee  of  the  House  Armed  Services 
Cnnrmttee,  I  have  made  great  use  of  GAO  and  requested  many  reports  in  order  to 
provide  the  subcommittee  with  a  basis  for  decisionmaking  regarding  the  Defense 
Department  budget.   As  you  know,  operations  and  maintenance  constitute  the 
largest  share  of  the  Defense  Department  budget,  and  the  Readiness  Subcommittee 
has  jurisdiction  in  this  area. 

Oversight  hearings  concerning  the  GAO  are  needed,  and  at  the  same  time  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  congratulate  you  for  holding  these 
hearings.   There  has  been  controversy  co-.c'»ming  the  work  of  the  U.S.  General 
Accounting  Office.   It  is  for  this  reason  that  I  respectfully  request  that  the 
enclosed  statement  be  included  as  part  of  the  record  of  these  important 
hearings.   Mr.  Chairman,  you  have  my  best  wishes;  and  if  I  can  be  of  any 
further  assistance  in  this  matter,  please  let  me  know. 


Sincerely, 


^^^. 


Earl  Hutto 

Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Readiness 


EH:wckl 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  H(»K)RABLE  EASL  HDTTO 

CHAISNAN,  SUBCONMITTEE  ON  READINESS 

HOUSE  ABMED  SERVICES  COMMITTEE 

OCTOBER  26.  1993 


Mr.  Chairman: 

I  rise  in  support  of  the  General  Accoiinting  Office  (GAG).   The  GAG  has 
been  very  responsive  to  the  needs  of  the  Committee  on  Armed  Services  and  to 
the  Subcommittee  on  Readiness,  which  I  chair.   I  have  had  a  long  and  extremely 
favorable  relationship  with  the  GAO.   Without  the  GAG  I  believe  that  the 
Congress  would  be  in  a  disadvantaged  position  in  trying  to  deal  with  the 
multitude  of  issues  that  we  have  to  face. 

GAO's  efforts  over  the  past  several  years  have  identified  billions  of 
dollars  of  direct  budgetary  savings  through  streamlining  the  military 
services'  logistics  systems,  reviews  of  the  Operation  and  Maintenance  (O&M) 
budget  requests,  and  reviews  of  financial  management  and  information 
technology  issues.   I  would  like  to  briefly  describe  some  of  the  more 
important  issues  that  GAO  has  addressed  which  have  saved  the  American  taxpayer 
billions  of  dollars. 
STREAMLINING  LOGISTICS 

The  Subcommittee  on  Readiness  has  authorized  responsibility  for  about  89 
billings.   Over  the  past  three  years,  GAO's  work  in  the  inventory  management 
arena  has  paid  handsome  dividends  in  terms  of  direct  budgetary  savings  as  well 
as  improving  the  operations  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD).   For  example, 
their  work  directly  resulted  in  the  Army's  wholesale  level  supply  system 
establishing  visibility  over  inventory  items  in  the  retail  level.   The 
benefits  of  such  visibility  was  that  excess  items  could  be  redistributed  to 
other  units  having  a  need  for  the  items  and  procurements  at  the  wholesale 
level  being  reduced.   Prior  to  GAO's  recommendation  for  this  change,  inventory 
*was  often  excess  at  one  location,  the  same  items  were  needed  at  another 
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location,  and  the  item  was  being  procured  to  meet  this  need.   Instituting  this 
change  within  the  Army  allowed  the  service  to  reduce  inventory  investment  by 
several  hundred  million  dollars. 

Another  noteworthy  improvement  in  the  Inventory  management  arena  was  the 
GAO's  work  on  unneeded  inventory  items.   They  have  issued  several  reports  with 
recommendations  for  ways  that  the  services  could  reduce  the  inventory 
investment  in  items  that  are  not  needed  to  meet  current  operating 
requirements.   Again,  the  benefits  have  been  savings  of  hundreds  of  millions 
of  dollars  and  improved  DOD  operations.   Equally  important  is  the  fact  that 
DOD  was  convinced  that  GAO  was  right  and  was  willing  to  implement  the 
corrective  actions  required.   This  speaks  well  for  the  relationship  and 
credibility  that  GAO  has  established  with  DOD  and  the  Congress. 
REVIEWS  OF  OPERATION  AND  MAINTENANCE  BUDGET  REQUESTS 

For  each  of  the  past  several  years,  the  Subcommittee  on  Readiness  has 
requested  GAO  to  review  the  services'  O&M  budget  submission  to  determine 
whether  the  amounts  requested  are  warranted.   Their  response  to  the 
subcommittee's  needs  have  always  been  outstanding  in  terms  of  quality  of  work 
and  timeliness  of  their  products.   Without  their  support  in  this  area,  the 
Subcommittee  on  Readiness  would  be  at  a  tremendous  disadvantage  in  trying  to 
assess  the  defense  budget  in  the  short  timeframe  that  we  have  to  perform  that 
duty.   GAO's  support  in  this  important  area  is  invaluable.   They  respond  by 
assigning  the  right  people  with  the  right  talents  to  meet  our  time  critical 
needs.   Furthermore,  the  products  they  provide  are  high  quality  and  timely. 
To  illustrate  the  importance  of  their  work  in  the  budget  scrub  area,  I 
only  have  to  refer  to  their  work  on  the  fiscal  year  199A  O&M  budget  request. 
Within  a  period  of  about  three  months  after  being  requested,  the  GAO  staff 
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provided  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  numerous  O&M  programs  included  in  the 
services'  O&M  budget  requests  and  identified  potential  reductions  of  over  $6.7 
billion.   The  depth  of  coverage  and  insight  of  their  analysis  was  most 
valuable  during  the  committee's  deliberations  with  the  Senate. 
REVIEWS  OF  FINANCIAL  MANAGEMENT  INFORMATION  TECHNOLOGY  ISSUES 

The  work  of  GAO  in  the  financial  management  and  information  technology 
areas  is  equally  outstanding.   Without  their  work  in  these  areas.  Congress 
would  not  be  out  in  front  of  these  complex,  multi-billion  dollar  issues.   This 
is  particularly  true  of  the  Defense  Business  Operations  Fund.   The  GAO  has 
provided  my  subcommittee  with  a  clear,  objective  assessment  of  this  complex 
issue  in  numerous  reports  and  testimonies.   Their  presentation  of  the  issues 
has  enabled  us  to  save  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  of  taxpayers'  funds  and 
has  prodded  the  DOD  into  taking  the  actions  necessary  to  improve  the  fund's 
operations. 

The  same  compliments  can  be  made  about  GAO's  work  in  the  information 
technology  area.   Their  understanding  of  the  complex  issues  surrounding  the 
Corporate  Information  Management  initiative  and  their  ability  to  explain  these 
issues  in  a  readily  understandable  fashion  has  contributed  immensely  to  the 
knowledge  base  within  my  subcommittee.   Without  this  information,  we  would  not 
be  in  a  position  to  address  the  important  issues  of  this  complex  matter. 

In  conclusion,  GAG  is  one  of  the  few  Federal  agencies  that  has 
consistently  demonstrated  the  willingness  and  ability  to  respond  to  the 
Congress  with  timely,  objective  information  and  analysis  on  a  variety  of 
issues.   I  know  that  my  subcommittee  relies  heavily  on  the  GAO,  and  I  have 
always  found  them  to  be  completely  objective  and  nonpartisan  in  their  work 
approach  and  ethics.   The  dollar  savings  that  can  be  directly  attributed  to 
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the  GAO  through  its  recommendations  for  improved  management  in  the  Department 
of  Defense  is  the  best  measure  of  GAO's  effectiveness.   GAO  is  truly  one  of 
the  best  friends  of  the  American  taxpayer. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Subcommittee  on  Readiness  and  the  entire  Congress  owe 
GAO  a  deep  sense  of  gratitude  and  a  congratulations  for  a  job  well  done. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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STATEMENT 

HONORABLE  JAMES  A.  TRAFICANT,  JR. 

OCTOBER  26,  1993 

COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS 


GOOD  MORNING,  CHAIRMAN  CONYERS,  MR.  CLINGER, 
AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT 
OPERATIONS.    THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  INVITATION  TO 
APPEAR  THIS  MORNING  TO  TESTIFY  REGARDING  THE 
GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE  AND  THE  INVOLVEMENT  OF 
MY  SUBCOMMITTEE,  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  AND  GROUNDS  WITH 
GAO. 

FIRST,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  THANK  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN, 
FOR  YOUR  SUPPORT  OF  H.R.  490,  THE  BILL  TO  CONVEY 
LAND  TO  THE  COLUMBIA  HOSPITAL  FOR  WOMEN  FOR  THE 
PURPOSE  OF  ESTABLISHING  A  RESOURCE  CENTER 
DEDICATED  TO  WOMEN'S  HEALTH  ISSUES.    AS  YOU  KNOW, 
PRESIDENT  CLINTON  HAS  SIGNED  THE  BILL  AND,  IN  A 
BRIEFING  LAST  WEEK  WITH  HOSPITAL  OFFICIALS,  I  HAVE 
BEEN  ASSURED  THAT  THE  PROJECT  IS  MOVING  FORWARD. 
IN  ADDITION,  I  WANT  TO  PLEDGE  MY  SUPPORT  TO  YOU  AS 
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YOU  REVIEW  H.R.  881,  A  BILL  TO  BAN  SMOKING  IN  FEDERAL 
BUILDINGS.    THE  COMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND 
TRANSPORTATION  IS  ANXIOUS  AND  READY  TO  MOVE 
FORWARD  WITH  H.R.  881,  AND  WE  WELCOME  THE  SUPPORT 
OF  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS. 

IN  REGARD  TO  GAO  --  I  HAVE  BEEN  THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE  CHAIRMAN  FOR  APPROXIMATELY  ONE  YEAR. 
DURING  THIS  YEAR  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  STAFF  HAS  BEEN 
WORKING  WITH  GAO  ON  A  SUBCOMMITTEE  REQUEST 
REGARDING  THE  LONG-RANGE  PLANNING  PROCESS  FOR  THE 
ACQUISITION  OF  COURT  SPACE.    THE  REPORT  WAS 
FINALIZED  IN  EARLY  OCTOBER  AND  WAS  THE  BASIS  FOR  A 
SUBCOMMITTEE  HEARING  ON  OCTOBER  7,  1993. 

THE  GAO  STAFF  CONDUCTED  EXTENSIVE,  VERY 
PROFESSIONAL  BRIEFINGS  PRIOR  TO  THE  RELEASE  OF  THE 
REPORT.    THEY  PROVIDED  ACCESS  TO  INFORMATION  AND 
RELEVANT  RECORDS  IN  A  TIMELY,  EVEN-HANDED  MANNER. 
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THEY  COOPERATED  FULLY  IN  PREPARATION  FOR  THE 
HEARING  AND  PRESENTED  COMPREHENSIVE, 
WELL-DOCUMENTED  TESTIMONY. 

IN  MY  LIMITED  EXPERIENCE  WITH  GAO,  I  HAVE  FOUND 
THEM  TO  BE  COMPETENT  AND  VERY  PROFESSIONAL 
GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES. 

THAT  CONCLUDES  MY  TESTIMONY,  MR.  CHAIRMAN. 
THANK  YOU  AGAIN  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY. 
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STATEMENT  FOR  THE  RECORD 
SUBMITTED  BY  SENATOR  DONALD  W.  RIEGLE,  JR. 

CHAIRMAN 
SENATE  BANKING  HOUSING,  AND  URBAN  AFFAIRS  COMMITTEE 

Before  the  House  Government  Operations  Committee 
October  26,  1993 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  commend  you  for  holding  these  important  oversight 
hearings  on  the  U.S.  General  Accounting  Office  and  appreciate  your 
permitting  me  to  submit  my  statement  for  the  record. 

As  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Cormnittee  on  Banking,  Housing  and 
Urban  Affairs,  I  beheve  I  bring  a  unique  perspective  to  these  hearings.   No 
other  Senate  Committee  has  had  to  deal  with  the  crisis  in  the  thrift 
industry  and  the  problems  of  the  banking  industry.   I  can  state 
vmequivocally  that  the  independent  assistance  of  the  GAO  in  dealing  with 
these  issues  has  been  invaluable. 

I  am  sure  that  the  GAO  will  be  providing  the  Committee  with  a  hst  of 
outstanding  requests  from  all  Committees.   For  our  Committee  alone,  we 
continue  to  rely  on  them  for  studies  of  the  regulation  of  trading  of  derivative 
products  by  financial  institutions;  interstate  and  intra-state  banking;  insider 
lending;  oversight  of  the  RTC,  FDIC  and  the  other  bank  regulators;  an 
aneilysis  of  nvunerous  HUD  programs;  as  well  as  oversight  of  virtually  every 
other  area  within  the  Committee's  broad  jurisdiction.   Given  the  budget 
constraints  and  staffing  needs  of  Congressional  Committees,  it  is  impossible 
for  the  Banking,  Housing  and  Urban  Affairs  Committee  to  perform  its 
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oversight  and  legislative  responsibilities  without  the  independent  objective 
analysis  of  the  GAO. 

Whether  it  be  a  Democrat  or  Republican  Administration,  I  believe  the 
GAO  is  absolutely  essential  for  responsible  Congressional  oversight.   The 
GAO  serves  not  only  as  our  watchdog  and  eyes  and  ears  on  the  Executive 
branch,  but  it  also  provides  us  with  thorough,  reliable,  and  independent 
objective  assessments  of  the  increasingly  complex  issues  that  the  Congress 
today  must  grapple  with. 

As  I  have  stated,  the  GAO  has  served  the  Senate  Banking,  Housing 
and  Urban  Affairs  Committee  under  my  Chairmanship  extraordinarily  well 
and  whenever  we  have  had  a  particularly  difficult  issue,  I  have  felt  free  to 
call  upon  Charles  Bowsher  and  his  appropriate  GAO  staff  for  their  analysis. 

Although  GAO  has  distinguished  itself  on  many  fronts,  I  would  like  to 
single  out  two  areas  ~  the  resolution  of  the  thrift  crisis  and  the  reform  of 
the  banking  industry  -  as  examples  where  we  needed  GAO  assistance  and 
they  performed  exceedingly  well.  Prior  to  my  assimiing  the  Chairmanship 
of  the  Committee,  GAO  wEimed  us  of  the  impending  thrift  crisis  when 
virtually  everyone  else  was  telling  us  not  to  worry,  that  the  problem  would 
be  brought  under  control.   When  I  assumed  the  Chairmanship,  I  inherited 
the  job  of  resolving  the  thrift  crisis.   Throughout  that  difficult  period,  GAO 
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was  invaluable  in  assisting  us  with  our  oversight  hearings  on  this  issue  and 
efforts  to  craft  suitable  legislation  to  fix  the  problem  and  prevent  a 
recurrence. 

GAO  £ind  the  Congressional  Budget  Office  were  continually  our  best 
avenues  of  independent  analysis.   GAO  provided  timely  and  reliable 
information  on  the  dimensions  of  the  problem  and  the  mounting  losses 
facing  the  taxpayers.   They  also  alerted  us  to  the  shortcomings  of  the 
Administration's  approach  for  financing  the  resolution  of  the  thrift  crisis 
and  the  1988  deals  that  it  used  as  part  of  its  efforts  to  resolve  the  crisis. 
The  legislation  the  Congress  enacted  to  resolve  the  thrift  crisis,  the 
"Financial  Institutions  Reform,  Recovery  and  Enforcement  Act  of  1989" 
incorporated  many  of  GAO's  suggestions  for  reforming  the  regulation  of  the 
savings  and  loan  industry. 

As  a  result  of  GAO's  able  assistance  to  the  Congress  during  the  thrift 
crisis,  we  have  relied  increasingly  on  the  GAO  to  help  us  better  understand 
other  complex  issues  in  the  financial  services  arena.   We  involved  GAO  in 
our  efforts  to  deal  with  the  recently  troubled  banking  industry  and  the 
declining  Bank  Insurance  Fimd.   GAO  alerted  us  that  the  number  of 
problem  banks  likely  to  require  assistance  would  drain  the  Bank  Insurance 
Fund.  Through  their  reports,  GAO  has  kept  the  Congress  apprised  of  the 
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status  of  the  banking  industry  and  the  Bank  Insurance  Fund.  As  a  result, 
the  Congress  removed  th^  statutory  ceiling  on  FDIC  premium  assessments 
to  £dlow  flexibility  in  setting  assessments. 

GAO  also  convinced  us  of  the  need  to  improve  information  on  and 
management  of  financial  institutions  through  accounting,  auditing,  and 
financial  management  reforms.   In  its  report  on  deposit  insuramce,  GAO 
emphasized  to  us  the  need  to  significantly  improve  the  quality  of  oversight, 
supervision,  and  enforcement  in  the  depository  institutions  industry  through 
an  early  supervisory  warning  and  intervention  system  that  focuses  not  only  on 
unsafe  conditions,  but  unsafe  practices. 

I  am  convinced  that  the  Congress  will  continue  to  need  a  strong 
independent  GAO  in  the  years  ahead  as  it  attempts  to  address  major  issues  in 
a  rapidly  evolving  financial  services  industry.   Banks,  savings  and  loans, 
investment  banking  firms,  and  insurance  companies  previously  offered 
different  sets  of  products  emd  services.   Financial  institutions  are  rapidly 
evolving  into  a  financial  services  industry  in  which  all  sectors  compete  with 
one  another  and  the  industry  as  a  whole  must  compete  in  an  international 
market.    Integration,  consolidation,  and  internationalization  trends  in  the 
industry  resulting  from  competition,  technological  change,  and  marketplace 
evolution  will  require  the  Congress  to  be  increasingly  vigilant  about  our 
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nation's  financial  institutions  and  markets,  as  well  as  the  adequacy  of  the 
regulatory  structure  to  deal  with  this  industry.   GAO  will  continue  to  be 
indispensable  to  the  Congress  in  its  efforts  to  identify  the  policies  that  will 
best  promote  a  sovmd  financial  future  for  America. 

Finally,  GAO  has  always  been  most  responsive  to  my  requests  for 
assistance.  They  have  performed  their  mandate  honestly  and  successfully  and 
in  the  highest  and  best  interests  of  the  public.   Examples  of  their  assistance  to 
me  as  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Banking,  Housing  and  Urban  Affairs 
Committee  are  too  numerous  to  mention  here.   I  have  only  chosen  a  few 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Committee.   I  would  be  pleased  to  provide 
additional  examples  if  needed. 
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STATEMENT  FOR  THE  RECORD 

BY 

SENATOR  JIM  SASSER  (D-TN) 

HOUSE  GOVERNMENT  OPERATIONS  COMMITTEE 

OVERSIGHT  HEARING  ON  THE  GENERAL  ACCOUNTING  OFFICE 

OCTOBER  26,  1993 


In  an  era  of  record  budget  deficits  and  diminished  federal 
resources,  the  General  Accounting  Office's  critical  role  as 
Congress'  watchdog  has  been  greatly  enhanced. 


It  is  incumbent  upon  Congress  to  ensure  that  taxpayer 
dollars  are  spent  wisely  and  aanaged  efficiently.   As  many  worthy 
programs  go  begging  for  scarce  dollars,  there  can  be  no  tolerance 
for  waste,  fraud,  abuse  and  mismanagement  in  any  federal  program. 
We  must  g*t  the  moct  out  of  oaoh  federal  dollar. 


To  its  enomous  credit,  GAO  has  met  its  mandate.   The  red 
flags  which  the  GAO  has  raised  have  saved  the  taxpayers  literally 
billions  of  dollars.   Very  little  passes  through  their  radar 
without  being  detected  and  the  Agency's  vigilance  and  diligence 
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are  virtually  unparalleled  in  the  Federal  Government.  I  shudder 
to  thinX  of  the  financial  wreckage  that  could  have  occurred  if 
OAO  had  not  been  providing  this  early  warning  system. 


I  also  commend  the  Agency  for  its  high  etiandards  and  work 
product.   The  OAO  has  perforaed  its  mission  wirh  the  utmost 
degree  of  professionalism.  In  ay  judgment,  there  is  absolutely 
no  siibstanoe  to  the  accusation  that  the  GAO  has  shed  its 
independent  aantle  for  a  partisan  one. 


As  Chaiman  of  the  Senate  Budget  Committee  and  Chairman  of 
the  Goverraiental  Affairs  Subcommittee  on  General  Services, 
FederaliUD  and  the  District  of  Columbia,  X  have  had  nuaeroue 
occasions  to  call  upon  the  General  Accounting  office  and  its 
staff  of  auditors  and  investigators. 


I  have  always  found  their  investigations  and  reports  to  be 

wholly  untinged  by  bias  or  partisanship.   The  OAO'e  philosophy 
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has  always  b««n  to  1st  the  chips  fall  where  they  may.  A 
vigorous,  unfettered  and  aggressive  investigation  should  not  be 
confused  with  partisanship. 


Indeed,  I  find  it  highly  ironio  that  thoce  who  ore  also  the 
first  to  bellow  that  the  we  are  not  cutting  spending  enough  are 
the  first  to  attack  the  one  Agency  %mose  vigilance  is  saving  the 
federal  govexnnent  billions  of  dollars.   If  only  these  critics 
could  natch  their  own  rhetoric  with  action,  cutting  federal 
spending  would  be  a  auch  simpler  task. 

I  would  like  to  give  some  examples  which  the  Subcommittee 
may  find  useful  en  the  real  savings  which  GAO  has  produced  ever 
the  years. 

At  ny  request,  the  GAO  instituted  in  19S2  a  Fraud  Hotline 
%rhich  led  to  tangible  savings  in  the  hundreds  of  millions  of 

dollars.    It  is  widely  u»ed  by  federal  earployees  who  have  e 
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well-founded  trust  in  the  GAO's  impartiality  and  confidentiality. 


In  the  Department  of  Defense  alone,  there  were  52  reported 
cases  of  fraud  in  1991  which  resulted  in  savings  of  $1,472,958. 
From  1962  throuQh  1991,  the  snvings  in  waste,  fraud  and  abuse  at 
DOD  totalled  o  staggering  $140,252,899. 


The  program  continues  to  work.  The  number  of  cases  called 
in  regarding  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  more 
than  doubled  in  the  first  quarter  of  1992  as  compared  to  the  same 
period  in  1991.   I  would  point  out  too  that  given  the  fact  that 
many  of  thes«  referrals  are  turned  over  the  Inspector  Generals  of 
other  agencies,  we  nay  never  know  the  full  extent  of  the  savlngR 
that  OAO  end  the  Hotline  produced. 


In  1991  and  1992,  the  Budget  Committee  also  held  a  series  of 
hearings  focusing  on  fraud  and  abuse  in  Medicare  and  Medicaid. 

GAO's  expertise  was  extremely  helpful,  particularly  in  wading 
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through  the  enomous  amount  of  financial  data  and  in  documenting 
the  paper  trail  of  fraud  and  impropriety 


Many  of  the  reconinendations  the  Budget  Conunittee  made  were 
incorporated  ae  part  of  thA  1992  budget  r«conciliation  bill. 
Thoy  wcr*  loter  stripped  from  the  measure  beuause  of  the  Byrd 
Rule  on  extranelty,  but  fortunately,  most  of  them  were 
subsequently  implemented  through  administrative  action. 


While  I  am  still  on  the  subject  of  Medicare,  last  December, 
GAO  also  reported  that  contractors  footed  an  estimated  $2  billion 
in  claims  that  should  have  been  paid  by  other  health  insurers. 
Once  again,  a  CAO  report  led  to  direct  action,   changes  in  the 
Medicare  Secondary  Payor  Program  and  a  new  Health  Clearing  House 
were  passed  into  lav  as  part  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Act  of  1993  and  should  produce  billions  of  dollars  of  savings. 


My  Government  Services  Subcommittee  recently  coaaiseioned  e 
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comprehensive  report  on  waste,  fraud  and  abuse  in  the  General 
Services  Administration.   A  thorough  and  painstaking  review  of 
GSA  revealed  flagrant  mismanagement,  particularly  in  the 
procurement  process.  Many  of  the  GAO's  findings  are  reflected  in 
Vice  President  Gore's  proposal  to  reinvent  government-..   Total 
savings  in  procurement  throughout  government  are  estimated  at 
$22.5  billion  over  five  years. 


My  subcommittee  also  asked  the  GAO  to  look  into  the  use  of 
federal  civilian  aircraft  —  a  problem  I  should  note  the  GAO 
warned  Congress  about  years  ago.   Stung  and  pressured  by  GAO's 
findings,   the  affected  agencies  are  now  complying  with 
government  rules  and  regulations.   By  producing  this  type  of 
accountability,  the  taxpayers  will  be  saved  approximately  $100 
million-a-year. 


Of  course,  these  are  but  a  few  examples  of  the  savings  that 

the  General  Accounting  Office  has  produced.   I  have  also  found 
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its  "high-riBk"  series  of  reports  issued  last  Deceiaber  to  be 
particularly  illuminating.  The  GAO  helped  put  the  Department  of 
Defense's  budget  request  in  perspective  when  it  revealed  that  DOD 
had  wasted  billions  of  dollars  on  excess  supplies  and  had  neither 
the  knowledge  nor  the  tools  to  maintain  thom. 


The  GAO  also  played  a  crucial  role  in  exposing  the 
unreliability  and  inaccuracy  of  federal  financial  management. 
GAO  reported  that  the  financial  information  which  Congress  and 
Agencies  use  to  evaluate  program  performance  is  thoroughly 
inadequate. 


For  example,  NASA,  vhos«  space  station  cost  estimates  have 
wildly  fluctuated,  was  found  to  have  very  weak  accounrlng  and 
financial  management  systems  which  hamper  its  ability  to 
safecruard,  manage  and  control  its  budget  authority.   When  one 
considers  that  90  percent  of  NASA's  budget  is  spent  on  procuring 

goods  and  services,  the  urgency  of  that  problem  is  multiplied. 
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GAO  has  also  been  especially  helpful  in  identifying  a  lack 
of  management  controls  at  various  agencies.   In  spite  of  the  HUD 
scandal,   GAO  uncovered  weak  internal  controls,  and  inadequate 
information  and  financial  management  systems  which  still  left  the 
Agency  wide  open  to  waste,  frnud,  abuse  and  mismanagement.   Where 
else  would  Congress  get  this  type  of  impartial  information? 


In  conclusion,  the  GAO  continues  to  provide  the  Congress  with 
an  invaluable  service.   The  Agency's  courageous  exposure  of 
waste,  fraud,  abuse  and  mismanagement  and  its  vigorous  calls  for 
tighter  controls  and  accountability  are  desperately  needed  at  a 
time  when  we  must  cut  federal  spending  to  the  bone.    If  more 
time  was  spent  implementing  GAO*s  mcommendations  than  carping 
about  the  Agency,  this  country  would  be  in  a  lot  better  shape. 


I  further  believe  that  allegations  of  partisanship  at  the 

GAO  are  groundless.   For  those  who  criticize  the  Agency,  I  would 

suggest  that  they  look  beyond  their  own  partisan  motives  and  join 
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with  those  of  us  who  are  devoting  our  energies  to  making  real, 
credible  and  specific  cuts  in  federal  spending. 


Appendix  2.— Questions  and  Responses 
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Bowsher 


Honorable  Charles  A 
Comptroller  General 
General  Accounting  Office 
441  G  Street, »N.W, 
Washington,  qjc.  y   20548 

Dear  Mr. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  your  prompt  response  to  the 
Committee's  requests  for  information  as  we  prepared  for  the 
recent  oversight  hearings  on  the  General  Accounting  Office  fGAO» 
This  information  permitted  the  Committee  to  thoroughly  assess    " 
GAG'S  operations.   As  a  result,  we  were  able  to  highlight  the 
areas  m  which  GAO  has  made  progress  and  to  focus  attention  on 
the  areas  requiring  continued  attention.   I  am  confident  that  the 
committee's  hearings  will  help  dispel  any  misconceptions  Sat 

V^^llJ^'^  ''t.°''2:    ^"'?  ^^^*^  ^^y   "ill  help  the  agency  to  become 

an  even  more  effective  investigative  arm  of  Congress.      "«=^°"e 

At  this  time  I  want  to  ensure  that  the  Committee's  urinted 
^^f'''-K^^''^°?^'*.^*.''°"'P^*^^  *"**  accurate.   Accordingly,  I  have 
attached  a  list  of  additional  questions  for  you  and  request  your 
written  response  no  later  than  Wednesday,  December  15,  1993. 

Again,  thank  you  for  your  cooperation  and  continued 
assistance  with  this  matter. 

Sificerely, 


ERS,  JR. 
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ADDITIONAL  QUESTIONS  OF  MR.  CONYERS 
FOR  MR.  BOWSHER 
(OCTOBER  26  &  28,  1993) 

(1)  The  biggest  concern  that  GAG  staff  have  about  the  way  the 
agency  does  its  work  is  that  draft  reports  are  reviewed  and 
rewritten  far  too  many  times,  according  to  a  1992  GAG  survey. 
This  concern  is  supported  by  GAG  analyses  and  other  studies  which 
indicate  that: 

•  about  40  percent  of  the  calendar  time  spent  on  a  GAG 
audit  is  spent  from  the  report  preparation  phase  until 
the  issuance  of  the  report; 

•  although  estimates  are  rough  and  vary  greatly,  they 
indicate  that  an  average  of  9  to  20  drafts  are  prepared 
for  each  final  GAG  report;  and, 

•  after  an  initial  draft  is  prepared,  on  average,  GAG 
CHAPTER  reports  take  7  months  to  issue; 

LETTER  reports  take  4.3  months  to  issue; 
FACT  SHEET  reports  take  3.3  months  to  issue; 
BRIEFING  reports  take  2.6  months  to  issue;  and, 
CGRRESPGNDENCE  takes  nearly  2  months  to  issue. 

What  is  GAG  doing  to  streamline  the  process  for  reviewing 
and  revising  these  draft  reports?  What  goals  have  been  set  for 
improving  this  process  and  when  will  these  improvements  be 
realized?   In  addition  to  supervisory  and  other  reviews,  what 
activities  occur  during  this  report  "processing"  period? 

(2)  A  GAG  memorandum  submitted  as  part  of  the  Committee's  1985 
oversight  hearing  record  describes  GAG's  "How  We  Do  Gur  Work" 
initiative.   This  GAG  initiative  was  undertaken  to  improve  GAG's 
operations,  including  the  report  review  process.   The  memorandum 
notes  that  the  effort  would  be  unit-based;  that  all  GAG  personnel 
would  be  given  an  opportunity  to  help  identify,  implement,  and 
evaluate  ways  of  improving  how  they  do  their  work;  and  that 
management  and  staff  involvement  was  important  to  this  long-term, 
continuing,  operations  improvement  effort.   Despite  this 
initiative,  GAG's  report  review  process  continues  to  cause 
pervasive  concern  among  GAG  staff,  according  to  a  1992  GAG  survey 
and  testimony  received  by  the  Committee. 

How  does  GAG'S  new  Total  Quality  Management  (TQM)  approach 
to  streamlining  the  report  review  process  differ  from  the  "How  We 
Do  Gur  Work"  initiative  of  the  past?  Why  is  the  TQM  approach 
more  likely  to  result  in  a  truly  streamlined  review  process? 

(3)  Members  are  concerned  that  GAG's  report  review  process 
sometimes  results  in  reports  that  are  weaker  than  the  evidence 
warrants — either  because  they  are  full  of  qualifying  language  or 
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they  are  written  in  an  indirect  manner.   GAO  docunents  indicate 
that  this  sometimes  occurs  simply  because  managers  make 
questionable  edits  to  draft  reports  and  staff  are  afraid  to 
challenge  them.   Hov  will  this  problem  be  addressed  as  you 
streamline  the  report  review  process? 

(4)  I  am  concerned  about  the  belief  among  some  that  GAO 
encourages  staff  to  meet  timeliness  and  productivity  measures, 
but  provides  them  with  few  incentives  to  tackle  complex  audits  or 
pursue  leads  that  unexpectedly  arise  during  the  course  of  an 
audit.   What  is  GAO  doing  to  ensure  that  individuals  are  rewarded 
for  being  assertive  and  thorough  in  the  pursuit  of  agency  waste, 
in  addition  to  meeting  internal  timeliness  and  productivity 
standards?  How  does  GAO  communicate  to  its  staff  that 
assertiveness  is  valued  as  highly  as  on-time  delivery  of  reports? 

(5)  Internal  GAO  studies,  including  staff  surveys  and  task  force 
reports,  suggest  that  GAO's  senior  managers  should  spend  more  of 
their  time  on  audits  when  the  work  is  being  performed;  rather 
than  jumping-in  at  the  end  of  the  process  to  edit  and  critique 
the  draft  reports.   These  studies  suggest  that  early  and 
sustained  involvement  by  GAO  managers  is  important  because  it 
results  in  initial  draft  reports  that  are  better  trritten  and  it 
reduces  the  likelihood  that  unnecessary  rework  and  delay  will 
occur  during  the  final  phases  of  an  audit.   How  will  GAO  ensure 
that  Assistant  Directors  and  Senior  Executives  get  more  involved 
in  assignments — and  stay  involved — when  the  audit  work  is  being 
performed?  How  will  GAO  reduce  the  administrative  paperwork, 
non-audit-related  job  duties,  and  excessive  report  review 
requirements  that  limit  the  amount  of  time  GAO  managers  can 
devote  to  audit  work? 

(6)  On  page  2  of  your  statement  you  indicate  that,  by  statute, 
GAO  has  access  to  essentially  all  federal  records  at  their 
source.   You  also  note  that  this  is  important  because  not 
everyone  GAO  audits  is  predisposed  to  turning  over  records  that 
might  raise  questions  about  how  well  they  are  managing.   However, 
in  response  to  a  1992  survey,  GAO  staff  cited  "long  delays  in 
gaining  access  to  agency  records"  as  one  of  the  most  troubling 
problems  that  occur  during  the  data  collection  and  analysis  phase 
of  an  audit.  What  is  GAO  doing  to  eliminate  these  long  delays  in 
gaining  access  to  agency  records? 

(7)  According  to  recent  GAO  staff  surveys  and  testimony  received 
by  the  Comaittee,  many  GAO  staff  believe  that  there  is  a  serious 
lack  of  communication,  teamwork,  and  trust  among  GAO  managers  and 
staff.  Nhat  goals  have  you  set  to  improve  communication, 
teamwork,  and  trust  within  GAO  and  how  will  you  achieve  these 
goals?  Somm   GAO  staff  have  suggested  that  it  would  be  helpful  if 
GAO's  most  senior  Assistant  Comptrollers  General  devoted  more 
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tine  to  periodically  visiting  the  staff  at  their  Headquarters 
work  sites  and  other  locations.   These  informal  visits,  they 
argue,  would  help  the  agency's  most  senior  executives  learn  of 
staff  concerns  and  the  operational  problems  that  they  encounter 
in  the  course  of  their  work.   Do  your  plans  for  improving 
communication,  teamwork,  and  trust  at  GAO  include  encouraging 
more  informal  interaction  between  GAO's  most  senior  executives 
and  staff? 


(8)   Your  statement  to  the  Committee  noted  that  you  initiated 
GAO's  Total  Quality  Management  (TQM)  effort  in  1990  and  that  you 
would  like  to  have  this  management  approach  fully  integrated  into 
GAO's  operations  before  your  term  expires  in  1996.   Yet,  it  seems 
that  it  would  be  difficult  to  achieve  this  integration  without 
high  levels  of  communication,  teeunwork,  and  trust  among  GAO 
managers  and  staff.   Do  the  problems  GAO  is  experiencing  with 
internal  communication,  teamwork,  and  trust  threaten  the  success 
of  the  TQM  effort?  Do  you  believe  they  will  deunpen  your  ability 
to  meJce  significant  operational  improvements  in  the  near  term? 
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QUESTIONS  OF  MS.  MAR60LIES-MEZVINSKY 
FOR  MR.  BOHSHER 

(1)  I  am  very  interested  in  the  recommendations  advanced  in  the 
National  Performance  Review.   Can  you  tell  me  what  role  GAG 
played  in  the  drafting  of  the  National  Performance  Review  and, 
more  importantly,  what  role  you  will  play  in  ensuring  that  these 
recommendations  are  implemented  in  a  broad  and  expeditious  way? 

(2)  As  a  new  Member  of  Congress,  I  am  particularly  interested  in 
the  criteria  GAD  uses  when  it  chooses  to  review  a  program.   How 
do  you  decide  which  issues  to  study?  Roughly  what  percentage  of 
GAG  reviews  are  initiated  from  within  GAG;  what  numJser  of  reviews 
are  performed  at  the  request  of  a  congressional  memJaer  or 
congressional  committee  and  if  there  is  another  source  of 
requests,  what  percentage  of  your  studies  are  initiated  in  these 
other  matters? 

(3)  Can  you  elaborate  on  how  long  the  GAG  spends  preparing  and 
rewriting  reports?  Also,  please  describe  the  mechanisms  GAG  has 
to  ensure  that  reviews  are  performed  in  a  timely  and  cost- 
efficient  way? 


-7^ 


344 


QUESTIONS  OF  MR.  STin>AK 
FOR  MR.  BOffSHER 

(1)  Do  you  think  that  the  cvirrent  Base  Realignment  and  Closure 
Commission  (BRAC)  process  allows  enough  time  for  adequate  GAG 
analysis?   If  not,  how  much  time  is  needed? 

(2)  Should  the  GAG  play  a  more  active  role  in  the  BRAC 
recommendation  process,  moving  from  an  impartial  stance  to  a  more 
active  one  (e.g.,  testifying  on  behalf  of  bases  that  were 
adversely  affected  by  inadequate  Pentagon  analysis) ? 

(3)  Would  the  GAG  consider  lending  its  valuable  resources  to 
communities  representing  facilities  affected  by  base  closure, 
rather  than  just  BRAC  staff? 
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Washington,  D^C.   20515 
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SuecouMirtEES 

i1   G<JA>D   AND  NaVICA 

Memchant  Mahine 


Dear  Mr .  jgna Mh^|^ 


I  greatly  appreciate  the  Committee's  willingness  to  look  at  the 
function  and  operations  of  the  Government  Accounting  office  (GAO) . 
You  provided  members  of  the  Committee  with  a  rare  opportunity  to 
look  at  what  one  witness  testified  to  be  the  "eyes  and  ears  of  the 
Congress . " 

Unfortunately  due  to  the  press  of  business,  I  was  unable  to  stay 
for  the  duration  of  the  hearing.  Nevertheless,  I  do  have  some 
questions  for  Comptroller  Bowsher  and  would  like  to  have  them 
submitted  into  the  record,  and  to  the  Comptroller,  for  written 
response . 

The  questions  are  as  follows: 

1)  Do  you  (Comptroller  Bowsher)  think  that  the  current  Base 
Realignment  and  Closure  Commission  (BRAC)  process  allows  enough 
time  for  adequate  GAO  analysis?   If  not,  how  much  time  is  needed. 

2)  Should  the  GAO  play  a  more  active  role  in  the  BRAC 
recommendation  process,  moving  from  an  impartial  stance  to  a  more 
active  one  --  i.e.  testifying  on  behalf  of  bases  that  were 
adversely  affected  by  inadequate  Pentagon  analysis . 

3)  Would  the  GAO  consider  lending  its  valuable  resources  to 
communities  representing  facilities  affected  by  base  closure, 
rather  than  just  BRAC  staff? 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  providing  the  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations  with  this  unique  opportunity. 
This  was  a  most  valuable  hearing  that  will  certainly  produce 
valuable  results. 

If  I  may  be  of  further  assistance  in  regard  to  these  questions, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me. 

Sincerely, 


BART  STUPAK  • 
Member  of  Congress 
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Comptroller  General 
oftlie  United  States 

Washington,  D.C.  20648 


December  23,  1993 

The  Honorable  John  Conyere,  Jr. 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations 

House  of  Representatives 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Please  find  enclosed  our  answers  to  additional  follow  up  questions  for  our 
October  26,  1993  Oversight  Hearing  before  the  Committee  on  Crovemment 
Operations. 


Charles  A.  Bowsher 
Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States 


Enclosure 
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Government  Operations  Committee 

GAO  Oversight  Hearings 
Additional  Questions  and  Answers 

Additional  Questions  of  Mr.  Conyers 

1)  The  biggest  concern  that  GAO  staff  have  about  the  way  the  agency  does  its 
work  is  that  draft  reports  are  reviewed  and  rewritten  far  too  many  times, 
according  to  a  1992  GAO  survey.  This  concern  is  supported  by  GAO  analyses 
and  other  studies  which  indicate  that: 

•  about  40  percent  of  the  calendar  time  spent  on  a  GAO  audit  is  spent 
from  the  report  preparation  phase  until  the  issuance  of  the  report; 

•  although  estimates  are  rough  and  vary  greatly,  they  indicate  that  an 
average  of  9  to  20  drafts  are  prepared  for  each  final  GAO  report;  and 

•  after  an  initial  draft  is  prepared,  on  average,  GAO  chapter  reports  take 
6  months  to  issue;Ietter  reports  take  4.3  months  to  issue;  fact  sheet 
reports  take  3.3  months  to  issue;  briefing  reports  take  2.6  months  to 
issue;  and  correspondence  takes  nearly  2  months  to  issue. 

What  is  GAO  doing  to  streamline  the  process  for  reviewing  and  revising  these 
draft  reports?  What  goals  have  been  set  for  improving  this  process  and  when 
will  these  improvements  be  realized?  In  addition  to  supervisory  and  other 
reviews,  what  activities  occur  during  this  report  "processing"  period? 

The  GAO  Quality  Council-the  Comptroller  General  and  his  top  managers-has  made 
reducing  unnecessary  rework  one  of  GAO's  four  improvement  priorities  for  fiscal  year 
1994.  Our  goal  is  to  reduce  both  the  number  of  revised  drafts  and  the  time  it  takes 
from  first  draft  to  report  issuance  by  50  percent  over  3  years.   Our  first  yeair  goal  is  a 
10  percent  reduction  for  each  indicator. 

We  beUeve  that  the  people  who  produce  our  reports  are  in  the  best  position  to  identify 
the  root  causes  of  our  rework  problems  and  to  propose  needed  changes.   All  GAO  units 
submitted  plans  identifying  the  efforts  that  they  will  take  and  generally  began  their 
improvement  efforts  in  the  first  quarter  of  the  fiscal  year.   Their  efforts  focus  on 
everything  we  do  to  produce  a  GAO  report,  from  the  way  we  staff  a  job  to  the  way  we 
print  and  distribute  the  report.   Based  on  these  efforts,  we  hope  to  identify  and  begin 
testing  promising  changes  to  our  processes—including  streamlining  the  way  we  review 
and  revise  reports-by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year.   After  testing  we  would  select  the 
most  helpful  changes  for  implementation  throughout  GAO. 

The  Quality  Council  will  track  the  overall  progress  and  the  effectiveness  of  the 
changes  that  will  be  made  using  the  indicators  mentioned  above-number  of  revised 
drafts  and  time  from  first  draft  to  issuance. 

In  svmimary,  we  have  begun  a  process  of  continuous  improvement  that  involves  (1) 
setting  priorities-like  reducing  rework-based  on  feedback  from  the  Congress,  our 
staff,  and  an  analysis  of  our  key  processes;  (2)  focusing  everyone  in  GAO  on  the 
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priorities;  (3)  establishing  improvement  targets;  and  (4)  using  indicators  to  measure 
our  progress. 

Other  activities  that  may  occur  during  the  report  "processing"  phase  of  an  assignment 
include  (1)  soliciting  comments  from  affected  organizations  and  responding  to  these  for 
inclusion  in  the  report,  (2)  completing  independent  quality  assurance  reviews 
("referencing"),  and  (3)  final  editing,  typesetting,  and  printing.   Unit  improvement 
plans  will  tai^get  all  these  activities  for  potential  reductions  in  rework  and  hence 
overall  cycle  time. 

2)  A  GAO  memorandum  submitted  as  part  of  the  Committee's  1985  oversight 
hearing  record  describes  GAO's  "How  We  Do  Our  Work"  initiative.  This  GAO 
initiative  was  undertaken  to  improve  GAO's  operations,  including  the  report 
review  process.  The  memorandum  notes  that  the  effort  would  be  unit  based; 
that  all  GAO  personnel  would  be  given  an  opportunity  to  help  identify, 
implement,  and  evaluate  ways  to  improving  how  they  do  their  work;  and  that 
management  and  staff  involvement  was  important  to  this  long  term, 
continuing,  operations  improvement  effort.   Despite  this  initiative,  GAO's 
report  review  process  continues  to  cause  pervasive  concern  among  GAO  staff, 
according  to  a  1992  GAO  survey  and  testimony  received  by  the  committee. 

How  does  GAO's  new  Total  Quality  Management  (TQM)  approach  to 
streamlining  the  report  review  process  differ  from  the  "How  We  Do  Out 
Work"  initiative  of  the  past?  Why  is  the  TQM  approach  more  likely  to  result 
in  a  truly  streamlined  review  process? 

The  question  imphes  that  earlier  efforts  to  reduce  job  cycle  time  have  been  ineffective. 
Therefore,  it  is  important  to  note  the  significant  progress  we've  made  sLace  1985  in 
reducing  the  overall  cycle  time  of  our  jobs,  compressing  the  report  review  process  and 
improving  timeUness  while  significantly  increasing  our  output  and  service  to  Congress. 
For  example,  average  job  duration  was  about  12  months  in  1985,  but  by  1992  it  had 
been  reduced  by  about  one-fourth,  down  to  9  months.   During  this  period,  reports  to 
the  Congress  doubled,  from  457  to  915. 

TQM  is  a  much  broader,  systematic  approach  than  any  effort  we  have  undertaken 
previously  to  cnange  the  way  GAO  operates.   Our  TQM  program  encompasses  every 
aspect  of  our  work--our  products  and  services,  the  processes  used  to  produce  them,  and 
the  interpersonal  relationships  that  are  at  the  heart  of  those  processes. 

TQM  has  a  proven  track  record  of  success  in  many  companies  and  organizations.   It 
recognizes  that  process  improvement  is  a  key  to  making  an  organization  work  better 
and  be  more  responsive  to  customer  needs.   But  it  also  recognizes  that  the  way 
leadership  and  staff  behave  towards  each  other  is  critical  to  long  term  continuous 
improvement.  TQM  therefore  focuses  on  cultural  change  as  well  as  process  change. 

Oiu-  TQM  approach  has  provided  us  with  a  much  more  systematic  framework  to 
streamhne  our  report  review  process  and  improve  our  overall  abihty  to  respond  to 
customer  needs.   Specifically,  we  now  have  a  process  in  place  that  focuses  everyone's 
efforts  on  making  improvements  in  a  few  key  areas  identified  by  our  customers,  staff, 
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and  top  management.   We  are  using  unit  teams  made  up  of  staff  who  actually  do  the 
audit  work  and  produce  our  reports  and,  thus,  are  in  the  best  position  to  identify  the 
root  causes  of  some  of  our  chronic  problems.    We  have  provided  these  teams  with  new 
problem  solving  skills  and  other  tools.   Finally,  we  have  put  measures  in  place  that 
will  help  us  determine  the  effectiveness  of  any  changes  that  we  make  and  we  will 
conduct  periodic  reviews  of  our  progress  toward  GAO  improvement  targets  for  each 
priority. 

The  experience  of  one  of  our  units  in  reducing  cycle  time  for  briefing  products  using 
the  tools  and  techniques  we  have  adopted  under  our  TQM  approach  provides  a  positive 
indication  of  the  type  of  success  we  hope  to  achieve.   Our  General  Government 
Division  recently  reduced  the  time  between  briefing  our  requesters  and  issuance  of 
briefing  products  by  making  process  changes  recommended  by  a  TQM  team.   We  are 
now  in  the  process  of  replicating  the  improvements  in  all  of  our  divisions  and  expect  to 
have  revised  processes  in  place  in  all  our  units  by  early  next  year. 

3)  Members  are  concerned  that  GAO's  report  review  process  sometimes  results 
in  reports  that  are  weaker  than  the  evidence  warrants-either  because  they 
are  full  of  qualifying  language  or  they  are  written  in  an  indirect  manner. 
GAO  documents  indicate  that  this  sometimes  occurs  simply  because 
managers  make  questionable  edits  to  draft  reports  and  staff  are  afraid  to 
challenge  them.  How  will  this  problem  be  addressed  as  you  streamline  the 
report  review  process? 

One  of  GAO's  reporting  objectives--as  stated  in  our  mission  statement-is  to  provide 
the  Congress  with  accurate  information,  unbiased  analysis,  and  objective 
recommendations.   This  means  that  the  strength  of  our  conclusions  and 
recommendations  should  be  directly  correlated  to  the  type  and  amount  of  evidence 
available.   It  is  not  uncommon  to  have  some  disagreement  between  the  staff  who  draft 
the  report  and  managers  who  review  it  as  to  how  strong  the  message  can  and  should 
be.   The  disagreement  can  go  both  ways-sometimes  reviewers  may  strengthen  the 
message  while  other  times  they  may  qualify  the  results.   On  balance  we  do  not  believe 
our  process  results  in  weakening  our  findings,  but  rather  in  assuring  that  our  evidence 
is  adequate  to  support  our  conclusions.  We  also  do  not  believe  it  is  wise  or  desired  by 
Congress  that  we  overwrite  our  results. 

We  would  not,  however,  conclude  that  our  process  is  perfect,  and  several  projects 
under  our  TQM  program  propose  bringing  writers  and  reviewers  together  earher  in 
the  report  drafting  process.  We  expect  that  by  getting  managers  and  other  reviewers 
involved  earlier,  we  will  achieve  agreement  on  the  report  message  more  quickly,  thus 
reducing  the  extent  of  significant  changes  to  our  draft  reports. 

4)  I  am  concerned  about  the  belief  among  some  that  GAO  encourages  staff  to 
meet  timeliness  and  productivity  measures,  but  provides  them  with  few 
incentives  to  tackle  complex  audits  or  pursue  leads  that  unexpectedly  arise 
during  the  course  of  an  audit.   What  is  GAO  doing  to  ensure  that  individuals 
are  rewarded  for  being  assertive  and  thorough  in  the  pursuit  of  agency 
waste,  in  addition  to  meeting  internal  timeliness  and  productivity  standards? 
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How  does  GAO  communicate  to  its  staff  that  assertiveness  is  valued  as  highly 
as  on  time  delivery  of  reports? 

GAO  uses  many  ways  to  measure  its  success  and  to  recognize  and  reward  staff  and 
managers  who  contribute  to  this  success.   Timehness  and  productivity  measures  are 
important,  but  we  in  fact  put  as  much  or  more  emphasis  on  factors  related  to  quality, 
impact  and  the  value  of  our  work  to  Congress.   Some  examples  of  how  we  measure 
these  follow. 

•  Quality  factors  such  as  the  number  of  noteworthy  products  produced  (which 
frequently  involve  more  complex  and  challenging  issues  and,  therefore,  take  longer 
to  complete),  and  the  results  of  internal  technical  quality  reviews. 

•  Impact  of  GAO's  work  as  indicated  by  actions  taken  to  implement  GAO's 
recommendations  and  the  financial  and  nonfinancial  benefits  resulting  from  our 
work. 

•  Service  to  the  Congress  based  on  customer  feedback,  requests  handled,  contributions 
to  committee  hearings,  and  how  effectively  our  managers  and  staff  communicate 
with  representatives  of  both  the  majority  and  minority  on  committees  with 
jurisdiction  for  their  issue  areas. 

These  factors  are  communicated  to  our  staff  and  reinforced  in  many  ways  from  the 
inclusion  of  accountability  information  in  our  strategic  work  plans  and  in  our 
managers'  performance  contracts,  to  the  formal  documentation  of  the  impact  of  our 
work,  to  systems  for  tracking  the  implementation  of  our  recommendations.  We  also 
pubHsh  statistics  on  these  substantive  factors  on  a  year  to  year  basis,  through  oiu" 
"performance  indicators"  process.   Finally,  the  Comptroller  General  reinforces  these 
factors  in  periodic  meetings  with  his  issue  area  division  and  field  office  managers, 
where  performance  in  all  these  important  areas  is  reviewed  and  efforts  to  improve  unit 
quality,  impact  and  customer  service  are  discussed. 

5)  Internal  GAO  studies,  including  staff  surveys  and  task  force  reports,  suggest 
that  GAO's  senior  managers  should  spend  more  of  their  time  on  audits  when 
the  work  is  being  performed;  rather  than  jumping  in  at  the  end  of  the 
process  to  edit  and  critique  the  draft  reports.  These  studies  suggest  that 
early  and  sustained  involvement  by  GAO  managers  is  importeuit  because  it 
results  in  initial  draft  reports  that  are  better  written  and  it  reduces  the 
likelihood  that  unnecessary  rework  and  delay  will  occur  during  the  final 
phases  of  an  audit.   How  will  GAO  ensure  that  Assistant  Directors  and  Senior 
Executives  get  more  involved  in  assignments-and  stay  involved-when  the 
audit  work  is  being  performed?  How  will  GAO  reduce  the  administrative 
paperwork,  non-audit  related  job  duties,  and  excessive  report  review 
requirements  that  limit  the  amount  of  time  GAO  managers  can  devote  to 
audit  work? 

Initial  studies  of  our  job  management  process  have  indicated  that  many  of  our  Senior 
Executives  and  Assistant  Directors  have  not  been  able  to  devote  enough  time  to  the 
early  phases  of  our  audits.  We  have  begun  to  address  this  issue.   For  example,  we 
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have  increased  the  number  of  Senior  Executives  working  in  our  issue  areas  so  we  now 
have  at  least  two  in  each  area,  and  some  of  our  units  have  decreased  the  workloads  of 
some  of  their  Assistant  Directors  to  enable  them  to  spend  more  time  up  front  in  our 
audits. 

In  addition  to  these  actions,  we  have  charged  all  of  our  imits  with  developing  efforts  to 
identify  the  root  causes  of  rework  and  to  implement  actions  to  address  these  causes. 
Several  of  our  units  have  already  identified  insufficient  top  management  input  early  in 
the  audit  process  as  a  major  cause  of  rework  and  are  determining  how  to  best  address 
this  issue.   Most  of  our  imits,  however,  are  still  in  the  process  of  identifying  root 
causes  of  rework. 

We  have  also  undertaken  a  broad  array  of  process  redesign  and  automation  efforts  to 
(1)  eliminate  unnecessary  or  duplicative  paperwork,  (2)  automate  the  preparation  of 
forms,  (3)  substitute  voice  and  electronic  mail  for  paper,  (4)  simplify  the  preparation 
and  storage  of  working  papers,  (3j  streamline  report  preparation  and  pubhshing  and 
many  others.   These  efforts  have  already  resulted  in  efficiencies  that  have  helped 
increase  productivity  and  are  expected  to  provide  major  gains  in  the  futm-e  as  we 
reengineer  all  our  major  processes. 

6)  On  page  2  of  your  statement  you  indicate  that,  by  statute,  GAO  has  access  to 
essentially  all  federal  records  at  their  sovu-ce.  You  also  note  that  this  is 
important  because  not  everyone  GAO  audits  is  predisposed  to  turning  over 
records  that  might  raise  questions  about  how  well  they  are  managing. 
However,  in  response  to  a  1992  survey,  GAO  staff  cited  'long  delays  in  gaining 
access  to  agency  records"  as  one  of  the  most  troubling  problems  that  occur 
during  the  data  collection  and  analysis  phase  of  an  audit.  What  is  GAO  doing 
to  eliminate  these  long  delays  in  gaining  access  to  agency  records? 

GAO's  poHcy  is  to  obtain  prompt  access  to  all  information  needed  for  the  effective  and 
efficient  performance  of  its  assignments  and  GAO's  rights  to  records  is  well 
established  by  a  number  of  statutes.    In  the  normal  course  of  our  work,  requests  for 
information  are  honored  on  a  timely  basis  in  the  vast  majority  of  cases.   Once  agency 
officials  understand  our  assignment  objectives  access  to  needed  information  is 
provided.   However,  at  times,  an  agency  or  contractor  may  have  what  it  beheves  to  be 
a  valid  reason  for  not  immediately  providing  requested  records  or  for  denying  access 
altogether.   Examples  of  particularly  sensitive  cases  where  requested  data  may  not  be 
immediately  forthcoming  include  procurement-sensitive  data,  budget  data,  and 
matters  possibly  involving  executive  privilege.   In  these  instances,  GAO's  top 
management  is  usually  able  to  reach  agreement  with  agency  or  contractor  officials  and 
access  to  requested  records  is  provided. 

The  Department  of  Justice,  particularly  the  FBI,  has  been  an  exception  to  our  general 
experience.   We  have  recently  established  direct  contact  points  at  high  levels  in  both 
Main  Justice  and  the  FBI  through  which  we  expect  to  expeditiously  surface  and 
resolve,  or  at  least  minimize,  access  issues.   We  have  obtained  the  personal 
intervention  and  support  of  the  Attorney  General  on  access  matters.   We  have  also 
met  with  the  new  Director  of  the  FBI  who  has  assured  us  of  his  cooperation  in  this 
area.   We  hope  these  steps  will  go  a  long  way  toward  dealing  with  access  problems  in 
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the  future.   In  the  defense  area,  we  have  had  access  problems  on  several  on-going 
assignments  looking  at  various  aspects  of  DOD's  Bottom-Up  Review.   The  Comptroller 
General  and  the  ACG  for  NSIAD  recently  met  with  the  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense 
and  the  Assistant  Secretary  responsible  for  the  Bottom-Up  Review  to  express  our 
concern  over  these  access  issues.   We  followed  up  this  meeting  with  a  letter  to  DOD 
specifying  the  assignments  and  the  specific  types  of  data  we  were  being  denied.  The 
Deputy  Secretary  assured  us  that  he  wanted  to  work  with  GAO  on  this  and  would 
accommodate  our  needs  as  much  as  possible.  We  expect  to  resolve  this  quickly. 

In  rare  instances  where  an  impasse  is  reached,  GAO  has  legislative  enforcement 
authority  to  gain  access  to  requested  information.   In  those  cases,  working  with 
congressional  members  or  staff,  we  generally  end  up  negotiating  for  sirfficient 
information  to  report  on  major  points  with  the  need  for  minimal  caveats. 

7)  According  to  recent  GAO  staff  surveys  and  testimony  received  by  the 
Committee,  many  GAO  staff  believe  that  there  is  a  serious  lack  of 
conununication,  teamwork,  and  trust  among  GAO  managers  and  staff.  What 
goals  have  you  set  to  improve  commiuiication,  teamwork,  and  trust  within 
GAO  and  how  will  you  achieve  these  goals?  Some  GAO  staff  have  suggested 
that  it  would  be  helpful  if  GAO's  most  senior  Assistant  Comptrollers  General 
devoted  more  time  to  periodically  visiting  the  staff  at  their  Headquarters 
work  sites  and  other  locations.  These  informal  visits,  they  argue,  would  help 
the  agenesis  most  senior  executives  learn  of  staff  concerns  and  the 
operational  problems  that  they  encounter  in  the  course  of  their  work.  Do 
your  plans  for  improving  communication,  teamwork,  and  trust  at  GAO 
include  encoiu-aging  more  informal  interaction  between  GAO's  most  senior 
executives  and  staff? 

Our  survey  of  GAO's  staff  showed  that  about  32  percent  were  generally  satisfied  with 
the  communications  and  teamwork  in  their  units.   Our  goal  is  to  significantly  raise  the 
percentage  of  the  staff  satisfied  with  these  two  elements  of  their  work  environment. 
All  GAO  units  have  submitted  plans  for  how  they  will  go  about  trsdng  to  improve  in 
these  two  areas  and  will  generally  begin  their  efforts  in  the  1st  quarter  of  the  fiscal 
year.   Most  the  units  have  begun  by  trying  to  better  imderstand  staff  expectations  in 
terms  of  communications  and  teamwork  and  to  determine  the  root  causes  of  the 
relatively  low  satisfaction  levels.  At  the  same  time,  they  have  also  proposed  to  test 
various  changes  to  the  way  they  currently  communicate  and  interact  with  each  other. 
Furthermore,  we  have  established  teams  at  the  GAO  level  to  identify  specific  ways  to 
improve  communications  and  teamwork  among  our  units. 

We  agree  with  the  staff  suggestion  that  communication  and  teamwork  can  be 
improved  through  more  informal  interaction  with  GAO's  most  senior  management. 
The  benefits  of  such  interactions  were  demonstrated  recently  when  the  GAO  Quality 
Coimcil— GAO's  top  management— broke  into  small  groups  and  visited  quahty 
improvement  teams  in  the  various  GAO  units.   We  plan  to  continue  this  practice 
periodically.   In  addition,  the  GAO  task  team  on  improving  interunit  communication 
(above)  and  GAO's  Quality  Management  Group  are  working  with  senior  managers  to 
identify  other  ways  of  increasing  such  interaction.   For  example,  we  plan  for  the 
Comptroller  General  and  Assistant  Comptrollers  General  to  be  involved  in  more 
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meetings  with  staff  in  our  Issue  Areas  and  to  increase  the  use  of  video  conferencing  for 
meetings  with  Regional  Office  staff. 

We  believe  that  staff  trust  is  determined  in  large  part  by  how  openly,  honestly,  and 
effectively  we  communicate  and  how  well  we  work  together.   Thus,  we  believe  that,  as 
we  improve  our  communications  and  teamwork,  trust  will  increase.    In  addition,  our 
staff  have  expressed  concern  about  a  number  of  aspects  of  our  rewards,  recognition, 
and  compensation  system.   We  have  recently  made  changes  to  this  system  and  will 
continue  to  study  it.   This,  too,  should  help  improve  the  trust  level  of  the  GAO  staff. 

8)  Your  statement  to  the  Committee  noted  that  you  initiated  GAO's  Total 
Quality  Management  (TQM)  effort  in  1990  and  that  you  would  like  to  have 
this  management  approach  fully  integrated  into  GAO's  operations  before 
your  term  expires  in  1996.  Yet,  it  seems  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  achieve 
this  integration  without  high  levels  of  communication,  teamwork,  and  trust 
among  GAO  managers  and  staff.  Do  the  problems  GAO  is  experiencing  with 
internal  communication,  teamwork,  and  trust  threaten  the  success  of  the 
TQM  effort?  Do  you  believe  they  will  dampen  your  ability  to  make 
significant  operational  improvements  in  the  near  term? 

Good  communication  and  teamwork  and  increased  trust  within  GAO  are  absolutely 
essential  to  successfully  integrating  TQM  into  our  operations.     While  improvements 
are  needed  in  these  areas,  we  do  not  view  this  as  a  threat  but  rather  as  an 
opportunity  to  make  GAO  a  better  organization. 

As  discussed  in  our  response  to  question  7,  we  have  made  improving  commimications 
and  teamwork  two  of  our  top  priorities  and  have  tried  to  involve  everyone  in  GAO  in 
this  effort.   In  addition,  we  recognize  that  there  are  also  some  other  fundamental 
changes  in  our  culture  that  must  take  place  if  we  are  to  be  successful.   Toward  that 
end  we  will  better  define  what  we  expect  of  our  leaders  in  communications  and 
teamwork,  and  align  our  rewards,  recognition,  and  compensation  systems  to  reinforce 
these  expectations. 

Questions  of  Ms.  Margolies-Mezvinsky 

1)  I  am  very  interested  in  the  recommendations  advanced  in  the  National 
Performance  Review.  Can  you  tell  me  what  role  GAO  played  in  the  drafting 
of  the  National  Performance  Review  and,  more  importantly,  what  role  you 
will  play  in  ensuring  that  these  recomroendations  are  implemented  in  a  broad 
and  expeditious  way? 

Last  spring,  I  agreed  to  the  Vice  President's  request  that  we  provide  the  staff  of  the 
National  Performance  Review  (NPR)  with  information  from  our  completed  work  on  the 
most  pressing  management  and  programmatic  issues  facing  the  federal  government. 
Our  involvement  with  the  NPR  was  strictly  limited  to  providing  information  on  the 
findings  and  recommendations  from  our  prior  published  work.   We  were  not  involved  in 
any  aspects  of  the  NPR's  decisionmaking  process,  such  as  identifying  specific  actions  to 
be  taken  or  estimating  the  cost  implications  of  any  of  its  proposals.   GAO  had  no  role 
whatsoever  in  drafting  the  report  of  the  National  Performance  Review. 
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At  the  request  of  a  bipartisan  group  of  Members  in  both  houses  of  Congress,  we  are 
undertaking  a  long  term  body  work  on  the  recommendations  of  the  NPR.   Ovu-  first 
product  as  part  of  this  effort  was  issued  earUer  this  month  (C)CG-94-l,  Dec.  3,  1993). 
For  subsequent  work,  we  will  monitor  the  degree  to  which  the  NPR's  recommendations 
have  been  implemented  and  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  the  recommendations 
effectively  address  the  management  and  programmatic  problems  the  NPR  identified. 
We  are  meeting  with  our  requestors  to  discuss  the  specifics  of  this  work. 


2)  As  a  new  Member  of  Congress,  I  am  particularly  interested  in  the  criteria 
GAO  uses  when  it  chooses  to  review  a  program.  How  do  you  decide  which 
issues  to  study?  Roughly  what  percentage  of  GAO  reviews  are  initiated  from 
within  GAO;  what  number  of  reviews  are  performed  at  the  request  of  a 
congressional  member  or  congressional  committee  and  if  there  is  another 
source  of  requests,  what  percentage  of  your  studies  are  initiated  in  these 
other  matters? 

In  Fiscal  Year  1992,  GAO  started  1,770  assignments.   Of  this  number,  1,457  (82 
percent)  were  in  response  to  Congressional  requests  or  statutorj'  mandates  and  313  (18 
percent)  were  self-initiated.   We  spend  approximately  80  percent  of  our  audit  staff 
years  directly  assisting  the  Congress. 

Decisions  to  undertake  individual  projects  are  influenced  heavily  by  the  source  of  the 
work.   GAO  must  respond  to  every  legislative  mandate.   GAO  is  also  required  to 
respond  to  all  requests  from  Committees.   As  a  matter  of  policy,  we  interpret  this  to 
mean  requests  from  either  Committee  Chairs  or  Ranking  Minority  Members.   Requests 
firom  individual  Members  are  undertaken  to  the  extent  possible.   GAO  staff  t3T)ically 
meet  with  requesters  or  their  staffs  shortly  after  receiving  a  request  to  determine  the 
scope  of  the  work  needed  and  to  discuss  our  abihty  to  do  the  work  and  the  time  allowed 
for  completion  of  the  assignment.   Self-initiated  assignments  (approximately  20  percent 
of  our  work)  are  done  under  our  basic  legislative  authority. 

GAO's  planning  process  also  helps  guide  decisions  on  which  assignments  to  pursue  and 
the  order  in  which  assignments  will  be  undertaken.   Each  of  our  36  issue  area  groups 
(i.e.,  organizational  units  with  responsibility  to  pursue  work  in  specific  areas,  such  as 
agricultvire,  energy  or  justice)  prepares  a  multi-year  strategic  plan  after  consulting 
Congressional  (both  majority  and  minority),  agency,  academic,  industry  and  other 
experts  to  identify  important  national  issues.   Their  plans  are  expected  to  pursue  the 
work  priorities  I  mentioned  on  page  15  of  my  testimony.   These  plans  are  coordinated 
throughout  the  agency  and  are  reviewed  by  myself  and  other  executives. 

As  part  of  the  strategic  planning  process,  issue  area  groups  consider  potential 
assignments  for  the  upcoming  year.  These  include  known  and  anticipated  mandates 
and  congressional  requests,  as  weU  as  other  assignments  we  believe  will  lead  to 
improved  government.   Mandates  and  committee  requests  receive  priority.   Otherwise 
we  have  no  strict  requirements  for  the  order  in  which  jobs  are  started.   Rather,  because 
this  process  involves  a  complicated  decision  based  upon  ( 1 )  the  information  and  timing 
needs  of  the  customer,  (2)  the  importaince  of  the  issue,  (3)  the  status  of  the  program  to 
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be  audited,  and  (4)  our  ability  to  do  the  assignment  effectively  and  efficiently,  we  prefer 
to  rely  on  our  senior  managers' judgement. 

While  scope  and  timing  adjustments  are  frequently  negotiated  with  requesters,  GAO  is 
generally  able  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  most  congressional  requesters.   All  things  being 
equal,  issue  area  managers  with  a  significant  backlog  of  requests  will  often  respond  to 
the  earliest  doable  requests.    However,  they  might  postpone  a  specialized  request  to 
await  the  availability  of  staff  with  the  requisite  expertise.   Similarly,  they  might 
postpone  a  small  non-urgent  request  for  a  more  important  time-critical  request. 

3)  Can  you  elaborate  on  how  long  the  GAO  spends  preparing  and  rewriting 
reports?  Also,  please  describe  the  mechanisms  GAO  has  to  ensure  that 
reviews  are  performed  in  a  timely  and  cost-effective  way? 

GAO  policy  is  to  ensure  that  all  of  its  products  are  of  the  highest  possible  quality  and 
that  they  accurately  and  objectively  communicate  the  results  of  GAO's  work. 
Consequently,  our  products  are  extensively  referenced  and  reviewed.   Each  division  has 
a  Director  for  Planning  and  Reporting  to  help  ensure  that  all  products  are 
expeditiously  reviewed  and  are  of  the  highest  possible  quality.   We  believe  that  our 
work  processes  produce  quality  products,  but  the  time  required  to  prepare  and  process 
them  is  longer  than  necessary.   Baseline  data  developed  on  written  products  issued 
June  1,  1992  through  May  31,  1993  shows  that  the  average  calendar  days  from  first 
draft  to  issuance  for  all  written  products  is  130  days. 

As  noted  above  we  have  set  a  goal  of  reducing  this  time  by  50  percent  over  3  years. 
Through  this  mechanism  and  the  related  efforts  undertaken  by  our  units  to  achieve 
this  goal  we  are  exerting  pressure  to  make  these  reviews  more  efficient. 

Questions  of  Mr.  Stupak 

1)  Do  you  think  that  the  current  Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Commission 
(BRAC)  process  allows  enough  time  for  adequate  GAO  analysis?  If  not,  how 
much  time  is  needed? 

In  April  1993  testimony  before  the  Base  Closure  Commission  we  stated  that,  although 
we  were  able  to  complete  our  analysis  in  the  time  available,  it  required  a  very  intense 
eff'ort  which  placed  an  excessive  burden  on  our  staff   We  suggested  that  some 
additional  time  might  be  appropriate.   The  1994  Defense  Authorization  Act  modified 
the  basic  legislation  to  require  DOD  to  submit  their  recommendations  by  March  1, 
1995  while  leaving  the  GAO  and  Base  Closure  Commission  reporting  dates  the  same. 
This  provides  GAO  with  an  additional  15  days  for  our  analysis. 
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2)  Should  the  GAO  play  a  more  active  role  in  the  BRAC  recommendation 
process,  moving  from  an  impartial  stance  to  a  more  active  one  (e.g.,  testifying 
on  behalf  of  bases  that  were  adversely  affected  by  inadequate  Pentagon 
analysis)? 

We  believe  that  the  current  impartial  role  of  GAO  as  "honest  broker"  for  the  process  is 
appropriate.   If  we  find  inadequate  analysis  on  the  part  of  the  Pentagon  we  have  both 
the  opportunity  and  responsibility  to  report  it  to  the  Base  Closure  Conunission  and 
Congress  under  the  existing  legislation  and  process. 

3)  Would  the  GAO  consider  lending  its  valuable  resources  to  communities 
representing  facilities  affected  by  base  closure,  rather  than  just  BRAC  staff? 

In  1993  the  Secretary  of  Defense  recommended  165  bases  for  closure  or  realignment, 
and  the  Commission  voted  to  add  73  installations  for  consideration  as  alternatives. 
GAO  has  neither  the  resources  nor  the  legislative  authority  to  represent  communities 
with  facihties  recommended  for  closure.   Our  independent  assessment  of  the  process, 
however,  considers  community  concerns  as  an  important  input  for  consideration  in 
evaluating  DOD's  application  of  the  closure  criteria. 
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Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States 

Washington,  D.C.  20548 


December  1,  1993 

The  Honorable  WiUiam  F.  Clinger,  Jr. 
Ranking  Minority  Member 
House  of  Representatives 

Dear  Mr.  Clinger: 

PleEise  find  enclosed  our  answers  to  your  follow  up  questions  for  our  October  26, 
1993  Oversight  Hearing  before  the  Committee  on  Government  Operations. 

Sincerely, 


'^jiMSc.^ 


Charles  A.  Bowsher 
Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States 

Enclosure 


358 


Crovemment  Operations  Committee 

GAO  Oversight  Hearings 

Follow-up  Questions  and  Answers 

1)  Last  year,  the  GAO  adopted  a  policy  of  no  longer  accepting  secret  requests. 
As  your  statement  acknowledges,  however,  GAO  continues  its  policy  of 
treating  coniidentially  any  aspect  of  an  assignment  "in  which  disclosure 
could  jeopardize  the  success  of  ongoing  work  or  be  otherwise  inappropriate." 
What  exactly  does  that  mean?  What  types  of  information  or  assignments  are 
considered  sensitive  enough  to  require  absolute  confidentiality?  And  to 
whom  in  Congress  or  the  Administration  would  that  type  of  sensitive 
information  be  released? 

GAO's  new  policy  of  not  xmdertaking  work  without  disclosing  the  requester  is 
clear  and  unequivocal.   GAO  will  always  make  known  to  the  agency,  other 
Members  of  Congress,  and  anyone  else  who  asks,  the  identity  of  the  requester 
(and  the  issues  to  be  addressed)  for  congressional  request  assignments.   Our 
policy  also  recognizes  that  in  relatively  rare  cases  it  may  be  inappropriate  for 
GAO  to  disclose  certain  details  about  an  assignment  while  the  work  is  underway. 
For  example,  we  need  to  be  careful  not  to  identify  confidential  sources  of 
information  or  disclose  certain  other  details  about  alleged  fraud  or  wrongdoing 
when  premature  disclosure  might  either  hinder  the  gathering  of  evidence  or 
unnecessarily  damage  the  reputation  of  an  individual  or  organization  whose 
activities  are  being  reviewed. 

2)  The  Chairmen  and  Ranking  Members  of  the  Government  Operations 
Committee  all  receive  monthly  lists  of  your  ongoing  work  for  our  committee. 
Can  you  tell  me  how  many  other  committees  in  the  House  and  Senate  have 
requested  and  receive  that  same  monthly  information?  How  has  GAO 
publicized  the  availability  of  its  ongoing  jobs  lists? 

All  new  and  on-going  GAO  jobs  are  listed  each  month  as  part  of  the  Research 
Notification  System,  which  also  includes  the  work  of  the  CBO,  CRS,  and  OTA.  The 
Congressional  Research  Service  distributes  this  docvunent  to  the  Majority  and 
Minority  Leaders  of  the  House  and  Senate,  and  to  the  House  and  Senate 
Appropriations  Committees. 

In  addition,  GAO  provides  directly  a  periodic  list  of  on-going  GAO  assignments  by 
various  subject  and  issue  areas  to  the  majority  and  minority  staffs  of  the  Agriculture; 
Appropriations;  Armed  Services;  Banking,  Finance  and  Urban  Affairs;  Banking, 
Housing  and  Urban  Affairs;  Finance;  Foreign  Affairs;  Foreign  Relations; 
Governmental  Affairs;  Government  Operations,  Intelligence;  Post  Office  and  Civil 
Service;  Small  Business;  Ways  and  Means;  and  Joint  Tax  Committees. 

Both  the  Office  of  Congressional  Relations  and  individual  issue  area  groups  have 
made  the  avsulability  of  this  information  known  to  committee  staffers. 
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3)    As  your  statement  notes,  GAO  is  required  by  law  to  work  for  congressional 
committees,  and  in  most  instances  that  work  is  done  at  the  request  of 
Democrat  committee  chairmen.  Since  the  work  is  being  done  for  committee 
use,  however,  can  you  explain  what  justification  there  is  for  denying  every 
committee  Member  full  and  complete  access  to  information  about  jobs  in 
progress?  Would  you  be  willing  to  implement  a  policy  which  requires  GAO 
to  fully  brief  any  member  of  a  committee  on  the  substance  of  work  being 
done  for  that  committee? 

GAO's  policies  and  practices  regarding  access  to  preliminary  information  about 
the  results  of  congressional  request  work  in  progress  have  been  unchanged  for 
many  years,  and  they  reflect  our  understanding  of  how  the  Congress  expects  us  to 
operate  in  pursuing  request  work.   In  essence,  we  accept  the  signer  of  the  request 
letter-either  the  chair  or  the  ranking  minority  member--as  the  committee's 
representative  and  spokesperson  regarding  the  particular  matter.   It  is  also  our 
policy  to  share  information  with  those  in  Congress  who  may  find  it  useful,  but 
unless  the  signatory-either  majority  or  minority-agrees  that  we  can  share 
prehminary  information  on  the  results  of  the  work  with  others,  we  generally  Hmit 
access  until  the  report  is  released.  The  exception  might  be  where  we  are  aware 
that  information  gathered  in  preparing  a  report  is  deemed  critical  to  an  upcommg 
legislative  decision,  in  which  case  we  would  strongly  urge  the  requester  to  allow 
us  to  brief  others  who  might  need  the  information. 

As  regards  changing  our  current  policy,  if  the  congressional  leadership  desired  a 
change,  we  would  have  no  objection  to  implementing  a  policy  of  briefing  all  members 
of  the  requesting  committee  on  the  substance  of  work  being  done  for  that  committee. 

4)    Often  when  a  request  for  work  is  made,  the  requester  is  told  of  GAO 

backlogs  and  his  request  is  put  in  a  queue  to  await  resource  availability. 
But  the  assigning  of  staff  is  not  always  done  on  a  first  come,  first  serve  basis. 
What  factors  come  into  play  when  ordering  job  assignments?  How,  in 
general,  does  GAO  prioritize  its  work? 

GAO  must  respond  to  every  legislative  mandate  as  required  by  the  law.   GAO  is  also 
required  to  respond  to  all  requests  from  Committees.   As  a  matter  of  policy,  we 
interpret  this  to  mean  either  Committee  Chairs  or  Ranking  Minority  Members. 
Requests  from  individual  Members  are  undertaken  to  the  extent  possible.   GAO  staff 
typically  meet  with  requesters  or  their  staff  shortly  after  receiving  a  request  to 
determine  the  scope  of  the  work  needed  and  to  discuss  our  ability  to  perform  the  work 
and  a  time  frame  for  completion  of  the  assignment.   Self-initiated  assignments 
(approximately  20  percent  of  our  work)  are  done  under  our  basic  legislative  authority. 

GAO's  planning  process  also  guides  decisions  on  which  assignments  to  pursue  and  the 
order  in  which  assignments  will  be  undertaken.   Each  of  our  36  issue  area  groups 
(i.e.,  organizational  units  averaging  about  1(X)  staff  years  with  responsibihty  to 
pursue  work  in  specific  areas,  such  as  agriculture,  energy  or  justice)  prepares  a  multi- 
year  strategic  plan   after  consulting  Congressional  (both  majority  and  minority), 
agency,  academic,  industry  and  other  experts  to  identify  important  national  issues. 
These  plans  are  coordinated  throughout  the  agency  and  are  reviewed  by  the 
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Comptroller  General  and  other  executives,  prior  to  annual  decisions  on  how  resources 
will  be  allocated  among  these  areas. 

As  part  of  the  strategic  planning  process,  issue  area  groups  consider  potential 
assignments  for  the  upcoming  year.   These  include  known  and  anticipated 
congressional  requests  as  well  as  other  assignments  we  beUeve  will  lead  to  improved 
government.   Mandates  and  committee  requests  receive  priority.   Otherwise  we  have 
no  strict  requirements  for  the  order  in  which  jobs  are  started.   Rather,  because  this 
process  involves  a  complicated  decision  based  upon  (1)  information  and  timing  needs 
of  the  customer,  (2)  the  importance  of  the  issue,  (3)  the  status  of  the  program  to  be 
audited,  and  (4)  our  ability  to  do  the  assignment  effectively  and  efficiently,  we  prefer 
to  rely  on  our  senior  managers'  judgement. 

While  scope  and  timing  adjustments  are  frequently  negotiated  with  requesters,  GAO 
is  generally  able  to  satisfy  the  needs  of  most  congressional  requesters.   All  things 
being  equal,  issue  area  managers  with  a  significant  backlog  of  requests  will  often 
respond  to  the  earliest  doable  requests.   However,  they  might  postpone  a  specialized 
request  to  await  the  availability  of  staff  with  the  requisite  expertise.   Similarly,  they 
might  postpone  a  small  non-urgent  request  for  a  more  important  time-critical  request. 


5)    Among  the  loudest  complaints  from  federal  agencies  is  that  they  are  at  times 
denied  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  reports  prior  to  their  release.  The 
agencies  note  the  unfairness  of  expecting  a  substantive  response  to  press  or 
hearing  inquiries  when  they've  never  even  seen  the  report  in  question.  Yet, 
when  an  agency  is  given  a  report  for  comment,  it  is  not  unusual  to  read 
about  that  report  in  the  Washington  Post  before  its  scheduled  release. 
Some  Members  have  suggested  that  where  comments  are  prohibited,  a 
complete  draft  copy  of  the  report  including  findings  and 
recommendations,  be  provided  for  in-meeting  use  only  (i.e.,  the  agency 
would  be  given  the  opportunity  to  read  the  report,  but  not  allowed  to 
retain  a  copy  of  it).  Would  you  be  comfortable  supporting  this  type  of 
system? 

GAO  recognizes  the  difficulties  faced  by  agency  officials  when  a  significant  or 
controversial  GAO  report  is  released  by  a  requester  before  the  agency  has  had  a 
chance  to  read  it.   Our  current  policy  of  holding  exit  conferences  with  agency 
officials  at  which  the  issues  to  be  reported  are  fully  discussed  and  the  agencies' 
views  are  solicited  can  prevent  or  minimize  such  difficulties.  This  approach  has 
been  strongly  reinforced  in  recent  years  in  response  to  executive  branch  officials' 
concerns.   When  this  approach  is  ineffective  it  often  results  from  internal 
communication  breeikdowns  within  the  agency.   If  the  Congressional  leadership 
■    endorsed  such  a  change,  we  would  be  wiUing  to  adopt  the  approach  described 
above. 
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6)  The  idea  has  also  been  floated  that  the  Members  of  affected  committees 
be  given  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  reports  prior  to  their  release. 
Senators  Domenici  and  McCain  would  require  reports  to  include 
Members,  as  well  as  agency,  comments.  What  do  you  think  of  that  idea 
and  how  might  it  work? 

In  our  view,  this  proposal  could  have  serious  consequences  on  the  timeliness  of 
our  reports  by  adding  a  comment  period  for  many  reports  where  agency 
comments  would  not  ordinarily  be  needed.   If  this  meant  receiving  comments 
from  any  member  of  any  committee  of  jurisdiction  it  could  greatly  expand  the 
level  of  effort  needed  to  complete  every  GAO  report. 

It  could  also  create  a  situation  where  the  content  of  our  reports  could  become  the 
subject  of  discussion  with  many  members  of  Congress  who  as  a  group  would  often 
have  widely  divergent  policy  objectives.   If  this  were  to  happen  it  would  increase  the 
risk  that  GAO  would  come  under  pressure  to  change  reports,  and  create  the 
unwholesome  impression  that  GAO's  conclusions  and  recommendations  were  not  its 
own.   It  could,  therefore,  create  a  situation  where  the  appearance  and  perhaps  the 
reality  of  GAO's  objectivity  could  be  compromised. 

In  response  to  question  No.  3,  above,  we  have  indicated  a  willingness  to  brief 
committee  members  on  work  prior  to  release.  We  think  that  approach  would  be 
expeditious  and  less  likely  to  create  the  perception  that  members  can  inappropriately 
influence  GAO  reports. 

7)  On  page  5  of  your  statement,  you  note  that,  based  on  recent  experience, 
three  out  of  four  of  GAO's  recommendations  will  be  implemented  within 
the  next  four  years.   Yet,  a  February  1993,  GAO  office  of  Internal 
Evaluation  report  on  GAO  Recommendation  FoUow-up  indicates  that 
GAO  has  no  clear  idea  on  how  its  recommendations  are  implemented. 
The  report  states, 

"nobody  above  the  assistant  director  or  the  evaluator-in-charge  levels 
was  involved  in,  or  was  exercising  controls  over,  the  process  to  ensure 
that  sufficient  foUowup  work  was  being  done  to  support  the  decisions  to 
close  recommendations  as  implemented  or  to  terminate  GAO's  interest 
in  getting  the  recommendations  implemented." 

Your  internal  evaluators  looked  at  31  randomly  selected 
recommendations  and  found  that  none  of  the  flies  for  those 
recommendations  contained  foUowup  plans.  In  fact,  the  evaluators 
recommended  that  GAO  include  report  foUowup  as  one  of  the  agency's 
four  top  TQM  priorities. 

Given  this  internal  review  and  the  concerns  expressed  by  your  own 
evaluators,  how  do  you  know  that  GAO's  reports  and  recommendations 
are  truly  being  implemented? 
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In  answering  this  question,  it  is  important  to  first  note  that  the  internal  review 
mentioned  in  the  question  did  not  find  that  GAO  staff  were  reporting  that  actions 
had  been  taken,  when  in  fact  the  recommendations  had  not  really  been 
implemented.   Nor  do  we  beUeve  that  this  is  a  problem.   The  February  1993 
internal  review  identified  deviations  from  GAO's  documentation  and  procedural 
requirements,  and  raised  questions  about  the  clarity  and  intent  of  oiar  foUowup 
poUcy.   These  matters  were  promptly  brought  to  the  attention  of  senior  division 
managers  and  to  GAO's  Office  of  Pohcy,  and  actions  are  under  way  to  improve 
compUance  with  our  requirements.   Also,  in  Une  with  the  report's 
recommendation,  the  issue  of  recommendation  followup  will  be  addressed  as  one 
of  our  TQM  priorities. 

8)  GAO's  organic  statute,  the  Budget  and  Accounting  Act  of  1921,  empowers  the 
Comptroller  General  to  "investigate,  at  the  seat  of  government  or  elsewhere, 
all  matters  relating  to  the  receipt,  disbursement,  and  application  of  public 
funds."  This  language  would  seem  to  clearly  empower  your  agency  to 
investigate  the  activities  of  the  Congress,  as  well  as  those  of  the  Executive, 
yet  aside  from  auditing  our  bank  books,  it  doesn't  seem  that  GAO  has 
engaged  in  much  oversight  of  Congress.  Do  you  agree  that  congressional 
oversight  is  within  your  purview,  and  if  a  request  for  oversight  of  the 
activities  of  a  Member  or  committee  were  to  be  submitted  would  you  act  on 
it? 

The  principal  focus  of  GAO's  work  has  always  been  the  programs  and  activities  of 
Executive  Branch  agencies.   However,  we  also  do  a  Umited  number  of  audits  of 
congressional  activities.   Last  year,  GAO  worked  on  about  50  assignments  that 
involved  congressional  operations,  almost  all  of  which  were  financial  audits  of 
organizational  units  within  the  Congress.   Some  of  these  audits  were  mandated 
by  statute,  but  the  majority  were  undertaken  pursuant  to  requests  where  the 
entity  to  be  reviewed  was  within  the  jurisdictional  authority  of  the  requester. 
When  we  receive  a  request  where  this  is  not  the  case,  we  insist  on  appropriate 
bipartisan  sponsorship. 

For  any  audit  to  be  successful,  we  need  the  cooperation  of  those  who  must  provide 
data  and  answer  questions.  Therefore,  while  we  are  prepared  to  audit  congressional 
activities  in  response  to  requests,  we  are  reluctemt  to  take  assignments  where  the 
cooperation  we  need  is  not  available.   This  is  especially  true  when  it  comes  to 
requests  from  one  member  or  a  group  of  members  that  we  audit  the  activities  of  other 
members'  personal  offices. 

9)  GAO  has  come  under  fire  in  recent  years  for  its  detailee  policy.  Would  you 
explain  how  detailees  are  requested  and  the  process  both  GAO  and  the 
requester  must  go  through  prior  to  a  detailee's  assignment? 

It  should  first  be  noted  that  the  number  of  detailees  has  been  reduced.   At  the  end  of 
the  second  quarter  of  fiscal  yeeu-  1992,  we  had  63  detailees  assigned  to  committees 
and  subcommittees,  but  by  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1993,  we  had  only  30  staff'  members 
on  congressional  details.   As  regards  the  process  for  requesting  detailees,  it  generally 
works  as  follows.   The  Office  of  Congressional  Relations  (OCR)  staff'  works  continually 
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with  committee  staff  on  all  matters  involving  GAO  and  usually  receives  the  initial 
request  for  a  detailee.   Upon  receiving  the  written  or  verbal  request,  we  determine: 

—  the  subject  matter  involved, 

—  the  estimated  length  of  the  detail, 

—  the  type  of  effort,  i.e.,  working  as  part  of  a  team,  managing  others,  or  working  alone 
on  a  job,  so  we  can  determine  the  approximate  grade  level  needed, 

—  geographic  location,  and  the  estimated  amount  of  travel  from  the  primary  location, 
and 

—  the  need  for  specialized  backgrovrnd,  training,  or  security  clearances. 

With  this  information,  the  OCR  staff  contacts  the  GAO  unit  which  usually  performs 
the  subject  matter  work  and  asks  it  to  identify  one  or  two  good  candidates  who  would 
be  available  without  seriously  impairing  other  on-going  work.   OCR  reviews  the 
nominees  and  arranges  for  a  meeting  between  the  GAO  staff  and  the  committee  staff 
member  managing  the  effort.   When  the  detail  is  mutually  agreed  upon,  OCR 
responds  in  writing  to  the  requesting  chairman  or  ranking  minority  member  that 
GAO  will  provide  the  person  or  persons  for  a  specific  period  subject  to  the  prior 
written  authorization  of  the  Committee  on  House  Administration  or  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration.   Concurrent  notification  of  the  pending 
detail  is  provided  to  the  ranking  minority  member  ex  chairman  of  the  requesting 
committee  or  subcommittee.   Upon  receiving  written  authorization  from  the 
Committee  on  House  Administration  or  the  Senate  Committee  on  Rules  and 
Administration,  OCR  will  confirm  in  writing  the  specific  term  of  the  detail  to  the 
requesting  committee  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member. 

Most  requests  are  accommodated,  but  the  level  of  effort  is  frequently  negotiated. 
Often  a  committee  will  request  several  GAO  detailees  at  the  same  time  and  this  can 
be  quite  disruptive  to  ongoing  assignments.   GAO  will  meet  with  committee  staff  and 
discuss  these  situations  on  a  case-by-case  basis  and  reach  a  mutually  agreeable 
response  to  the  committees'  need.   GAO  has  several  procedures  for  allocating  the 
resources  within  GAO.   We  monitor  the  impact  on  our  divisions,  offices  and  regions  in 
providing  detailees  to  avoid  an  excessive  demand  on  any  particular  unit.   We  also 
provide  travel  funds  and  other  assistance  as  necessary. 

Over  the  years,  GAO  has  detailed  staff  to  committees  in  both  chambers  and  to  joint 
committees.  We  give  the  same  high  priority  to  all  requests  and  often  find  ourselves  in 
difficult  situations  when  the  same  subject  area  becomes  a  high  priority  involving 
several  committees  of  both  chambers  concurrently.   Another  issue  often  arises  when  a 
committee  requests  a  specific  individual  by  name  for  a  detail,  usually  because  the 
person  has  been  previously  detailed  to  the  committee,  the  person  is  known  to  the 
committee  through  recent  work  done  by  him  or  her  at  GAO,  or  for  other  reasons.  We 
have  tried  to  accommodate  these  requests,  but  often  the  named  person  is  vital  to  a 
current  GAO  effort.   When  this  happens  we  generally  provide  a  well  qualified 
alternate  candidate. 
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10)  By  statute,  detailees  are  prohibited  A'oin  serving  more  than  one  continuous 
year  on  the  Hill.  But  what  rules  exist  to  prevent  a  revolving  door  type 
situation  where  a  detailee  serves  his  one  year,  leaves  on  time,  and  then 
returns  to  the  Hill  almost  immediately  to  the  very  same  or  a  similar  type 
job? 

As  a  matter  of  practice,  detailees  returning  to  GAO  are  to  remain  there  for  at  least 
one  year  before  being  eligible  for  another  detail.   If  a  request  is  made  for  a  former 
detailee  before  the  1  year  period  has  lapsed,  every  effort  is  made  to  supply  another 
GAO  person  to  fulfill  the  new  request.   These  efforts  include  discussions  with  the 
Chairman  or  Ranking  Minority  Member  making  the  new  request. 

It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  we  recently  made  an  exception  to  this  practice  by 
detailing  an  employee  who  had  returned  to  GAO  less  than  10  months  earher. 
Because  this  particular  employee  had  special  subject  matter  expertise  gained  during  a 
previous  detail,  he  was  requested  by  name  by  a  House  Committee  Chairman.  This 
second  request  was  for  assignment  on  a  committee  different  from  the  original 
assignment.   While  GAO  attempted  to  fulfill  the  request  with  other  candidates,  the 
requester  remained  adamant.   Ultimately,  GAO  agreed  to  provide  the  individual, 
pursuant  to  completion  of  the  written  authorization  process  described  in  the  response 
to  question  9. 

11)  It  seems  that  detailees  are  often  seen  as  "freebies"  by  congressional 
committees-that  is,  they  are  used  to  supplement  existing  staff  at  no 
additional  cost.  Prior  to  1984,  committees  were  required  to  reimburse  GAO 
for  the  cost  of  detailees.  Would  you  support  a  proposal  to  once  again  require 
that  Congress  repay  GAO  for  its  detailees? 

The  question  of  reimbursement  for  GAO  detailees  has  been  discussed  at  GAO 
Appropriations  hearings  in  prior  years  and  is  a  current  proposal  before  the  Joint 
Committee  on  the  Organization  of  Congress.   If  Congress  mandates  this  requirement, 
GAO  would  comply.   Currently,  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  reimburses 
GAO  for  the  cost  of  detailees  and  pays  associated  travel  costs  directly. 

12)  When  a  detailee  travels  while  on  committee  assignment,  who  pays  for  that 
travel?  Since  the  purpose  of  the  travel  is  committee  business,  would  you 
support  a  requirement  that  the  committee  reimburse  GAO  for  the  detailee's 
travel  expenses? 

When  a  detailee  travels  on  committee  assignment,  GAO  normally  pays  for  that  travel. 
However,  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  directly  pays  for  the  travel  costs  of 
detailees  on  the  Survey  and  Investigation  Staff.   Again,  GAO  would  support  a 
requirement  for  reimbursement  of  travel  costs  if  Congress  mandates  it. 

13)  Once  an  individual  is  detailed  to  a  conunittee,  who  is  responsible  for 
overseeing  his  work?  What  level  of  supervision  does  GAO  maintain  over 
that  detailee's  work  product?  And  how  does  GAO  ensure  that  its  employees 
are  not  being  used  to  promote  a  particular  or  biased  viewpoint? 
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When  GAO  staffs  are  assigned  to  a  committee,  the  committee  is  responsible  for 
directing  detailee's  work.   GAO  does  not  supervise  nor  maintain  control  over  the 
detailee's  work  or  product  because  any  work  product  produced  is  that  of  the 
committee.   Nevertheless,  when  GAO  personnel  are  detailed  to  committees,  they  are 
expected  to  maintain  high  standards  of  professional  conduct.   To  help  ensure  this, 
GAO  is  developing  a  training  course  to  cover  the  professional  conduct  expected  of  its 
employees  while  on  detail. 

14)  During  the  preparation  of  Vice  President  Gore's  National  Performance 
Review,  GAO  provided  individuals  to  serve  as  "liaisons"  and  "facilitators"  to 
the  working  groups.  In  some  instances,  GAO  employees  assumed 
substantive  roles  and  became  policy  advisors  and  program  planners.   The 
substantive  involvement  of  GAO  personnel  in  the  NPR  and  other 
Administration  planning  efforts  has  raised  serious  questions  about  GAO's 
ability  to  conduct  objective  and  independent  analysis  of  the  NPR's 
operations  and  recommendations. 

a)  What  specific  steps  have  you  taken  to  ensure  that  GAO  employees  who 
are  assigned  to  NPR  or  other  Executive  Branch  activities  are  not  involved  in 
substantive  program  or  policy  planning?  How  do  you  oversee  their  daily 
activities? 

b)  Once  substantive  involvement  has  occurred,  what  procedures  have  you 
developed  to  ensure  that  that  involvement  will  not  jeopardize  GAO's 
objectivity  in  reviewing  the  programs  in  question? 

Last  spring,  I  agreed  to  the  Vice  President's  request  that  we  provide  the  staff  of  the 
National  Performance  Review  (NPR)  with  information  on  our  completed  work  and  our 
perspectives  on  the  most  pressing  management  and  programmatic  issues  facing  the 
federal  government.   Our  involvement  with  the  NPR  was  strictly  Hmited  to  providing 
information  on  the  findings  and  recommendations  from  our  prior  published  work.   We 
also  assigned  an  employee  to  be  our  principal  liaison  to  NPR,  who  spent  most  of  his 
time  on  this  task.   When  it  became  clear  that  the  NPR  staff  was  involving  this 
individual  in  the  planning  and  implementation  of  the  review,  we  discussed  the 
appropriateness  of  this  role  with  the  individual,  Eind  he  decided  to  take  a  job  in  the 
executive  branch. 

To  ensure  that  our  role  as  a  congressional  and  audit  agency  was  properly  preserved,  I 
designated  senior  executive-level  staff  as  our  principal  liaisons  to  provide  overall 
direction  Euid  oversight  of  GAO's  contact  with  the  NPR.  These  executives  fully 
appreciate  the  importance  of  maintaining  our  independence  from  the  executive  branch 
and  the  NPR.   Thus,  while  we  provided  the  NPR  with  the  results  of  our  completed 
work,  we  were  not  involved  in  any  aspects  of  its  decisionmaking  process,  such  as 
identifying  specific  actions  to  be  taken  or  estimating  the  cost  impUcations  of  any  of  its 
proposals.   For  the  most  part,  our  contacts  were  limited  to  providing  copies  of  our 
reports  and  testimonies  and  answering  questions  on  our  work. 

We  had  a  similar  role  with  the  Grace  Commission.   However,  like  the  NPR,  we  were 
not  involved  in  the  substantive  dehberations  of  the  Commission.   By  limiting  our  role 
to  providing  information  on  our  completed  work,  we  did  not  compromise  our  ability  to 
assess  the  results  of  the  Commission's  work.   Likewise,  we  are  confident  that  the 
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assistance  we  provided  to  the  NPR  has  not  in  any  way  compromised  our  abiUty  to 
objectively  and  independently  assess  its  recommendations.   We  are  now  finalizing  a 
report  which  comments  upon  the  NPR  recommendations  based  upon  GAO's  past 
work. 

15)  Congressman  Bill  dinger  recently  requested  an  investigation  of  the  Clinton 
Administration's  search  of  former  Bush  political  appointees'  personnel  files. 
The  release  of  this  information  would  seem  to  involve  criminal  violation  of 
the  Privacy  Act.  Yet,  rather  than  having  OSI  conduct  this  investigation,  it  is 
being  handled  by  your  National  Security  and  International  Affairs  Division. 
Why  are  we  maintaining  OSI  when  other  divisions  appear  more  favored  to 
do  its  job?   What  are  the  roles  of  each  division  and  how  do  they  overlap? 
Why  was  NSIAD  determined  to  be  better  suited  to  personnel  file 
investigation,  and  what  does  that  say  about  OSl's  mission? 

OSI  conducts  investigations  into  allegations  of  criminal  misconduct  and  serious  abuse 
while  the  divisions  typically  evaluate  and  audit  programs  or  activities.   Program 
evaluations/audits  and  investigations  can  overlap  as  they  all  ultimately  relate  to 
broad  program  issues.   The  roles  of  OSI  and  the  divisions  complement  each  other 
when  division  findings  and  recommendations  that  concern  broad  programmatic  issues 
are  illustrated  and  supported  by  case-specific  examples  developed  through  OSI 
investigations.   Before  any  request  is  assigned  to  OSI  a  determination  is  made  as  to 
whether  investigative  skills  are  critical  to  the  assignment's  success.   If  so,  OSI 
vmdertakes  the  work.    If  most  of  the  work  is  audit  or  evaluation,  another  organization 
may  undertake  the  work  with  advice  or  input  from  OSI. 

Congressman  dinger's  request  for  an  investigation  into  the  retrieval  of  files  on 
former  Bush  political  appointees  by  Clinton  Administration  officials  at  the  State 
Department  was  discussed  with  minority  staff.    In  consultation  with  the  staff  it  was 
decided  that  the  issues  of  greatest  interest  to  the  requester  related  primarily  to  the 
procedures  at  State  and  other  agencies  for  access,  retention,  and  disposal  of  privacy 
protected  documents.   OSI  does  not  normally  pursue  such  issues.   In  addition,  the 
Inspector  General,  Department  of  State,  immediately  undertook  an  investigation  to 
provide  information  to  the  Secretary  of  State  and  refer  any  criminal  wrongdoing  to 
the  Department  of  Justice.  As  a  result,  it  was  deemed  more  appropriate  for  NSIAD  to 
handle  the  request  under  these  circumstances. 

16)  A  review  of  the  Comptroller  General's  travel  vouchers  for  the  past  four 
years  shows  70  trips  taken  at  government  expense.  On  half  of  these, 
actual  subsistence  at  150  percent  of  allowable  per  diem  was  claimed. 
However,  there  was  no  documentation  of  special  circumstances 
warranting  excess  expenses.  Since  the  CG  is  provided  with  a  blanket 
travel  order  authorizing  excess  subsistence  in  advance  of  any  particular 
travel,  how  does  GAG  determine  whether  actual  subsistence  is  justified 
on  any  particular  trip? 

In  order  to  insure  that  the  Comptroller  General  is  properly  reimbursed  for  his 
official  travel,  each  reimbursement  voucher  is  subject  to  a  special  review  process 
and  must  be  approved  by  both  the  senior  attorney  in  the  General  Counsel's  office 
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expert  in  federal  travel  matters  and  the  head  of  GAO's  Travel  and  Transportation 
branch.   As  part  of  this  review,  any  claim  of  actual  subsistence  up  to  150  percent 
of  allowable  per  diem  is  examined  to  confirm  that  the  claim  has  been  properly 
calculated  and  documented. 

17)  What  guidelines  have  been  established  to  determine  whether  or  not  agency 
travel  is  "ofificial"  and  "necessary  to  accomplish  the  mission  of  GAO'? 

Travel  by  employees  of  GAO  is  governed  by  the  Federal  Travel  Regulations, 
which  are  issued  by  the  General  Services  Administration  under  5  U.S.C.  §  5707. 
Those  Regulations  provide  at  section  301-1. 101(a)  that  agencies  may  authorize 
only  travel  "which  is  necessary  to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  the  Government 
effectively  and  economically."   GAO  Order  0300.1  on  Temporary  Duty  Travel 
parallels  this  provision  and  directs  that  travel  be  authorized  "only  when 
necessary  to  accomplish  the  mission  of  Office  effectively  and  economically." 

It  is  the  responsibility  of  any  GAO  supervisor  who  approves  travel  by  an 
employee  to  insure  that  the  travel  is  consistent  with  this  directive  and  is  a  wise 
use  of  government  resources  in  light  of  all  the  circumstances. 

18)  In  reviewing  the  CG's  travel  records,  it  appears  that  agency  travel  is 
fi-equently  mixed  with  personal  business  or  pleasure.  Please  provide  a  copy 
of  the  rules  GAO  adheres  to  regarding  joint  business/personal  travel. 

Travel  by  employees  of  GAO  is  governed  by  the  Federal  Travel  Regulations. 
These  Regulations  are  issued  by  the  General  Services  Administration  under  5 
U.S.C.  §  5707  and  govern  the  travel  of  most  civilian  employees  of  the  federal 
government. 

The  Regulations  permit  employees  to  mix  personal  and  official  business  travel, 
but  require  the  allocation  of  the  expenses  of  mixed  travel  between  the  personal 
component  of  the  travel  which  the  employees  must  pay,  and  the  official  business 
component  for  which  reimbursement  is  available  firom  the  government.   GAO's 
internal  guidance  contains  comparable  provisions.   Only  9  of  70  trips  taken  by  the 
Comptroller  General  during  fiscal  years  1989-1992  involved  mixed  travel  that 
required  such  an  allocation  of  costs. 

Attached  are  extracts  from  chapter  301  -  Travel  Allowances  of  the  Federal  Travel 
Regulations.   We  call  to  your  attention  particularly  paragraphs  1.3(a),  1.101(b)(3), 
2.2(c),  2.5(b),  7.2(a),  and  7.15(c).   Also  attached  is  an  extract  fi-om  GAO  Order 
0300. 1  -  Temporary  Duty  Travel.   We  call  your  attention  particularly  to 
paragraph  2  on  page  3-2  and  paragraph  4  on  page  4-1. 
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CHAPTER  3.   TRANSPORTATION 


1.   TRANSPORTATION  MODES. 

a.  Authorized  Transportation  Methods.   Official  travel  may  be  via  one  of  the 
following  methods  -  common  carriers  (airlines,  railroads,  or  buses);  helicopters; 
ships;  subways;  taxicabs  or  similar  service;  government-furnished  or  contract- 
rental  vehicles;  privately  owned  vehicles;  or  any  other  necessary  means  of 
conveyance. 

b.  Selecting  the  Method  to  be  Authorized.   Travel  shall  be  by  the 
transportation  method  offering  the  greatest  advantage  to  GAO,  when  costs  and 
other  factors  are  considered.   These  factors  will  include  the  need  to  conserve 
energy  and  the  total  costs  of  per  diem,  overtime,  lost  work  time,  and  actual 
transportation  costs.   Any  additional  costs  resulting  from  the  traveler's 
election  to  use  transportation  methods  not  authorized  on  the  travel  order  or  as 
required  by  this  order,  will  be  the  traveler's  responsibility. 

c.  Selection  Priorities. 

(1)   Common  carrier.   Travel  by  common  carrier  shall  be  authorized  in 
lieu  of  other  transportation  methods  whenever  it  is  reasonably  available.   Other 
methods  may  be  authorized  only  when  the  use  of  common  carriers  would  seriously 
interfere  with  the  performance  of  official  business,  or  would  impose  undue 
hardship  on  the  traveler,  or  would  not  be  cost  effective  when  compared  with  the 
total  costs  resulting  from  some  other  transportation  method.   Approving  officials 
may  not  authorize  a  transportation  method  other  than  common  carrier  solely  on  the 
basis  of  employee  preference  or  convenience.   Approving  officials  will  authorize 
the  appropriate  common  carrier  mode  using  these  criteria: 

(a)  Contract  Air  Service.   The  use  of  discount  air  fares  offered  by 
selected  contract  carriers  between  certain  cities  is  advantageous  to  the  agency 
and  is  mandatory  for  air  travel  between  those  cities,  except  as  provided  in 
subparagraph  (b) . 

(b)  Noncontract  Air  Service.   The  use  of  noncontract  carriers  is 
limited  to  situations  occurring  under  the  following  conditions.   Authorization 
for  the  use  of  noncontract  flights  must  be  made  before  travel  and  be  cited  by 
exception  number  (see  below)  in  block  17  of  the  travel  order.   Only  in 
emergencies  may  a  traveler  use  a  noncontract  carrier  without  an  advance  approval 
stated  on  the  order.   In  those  cases,  the  approval  must  be  made  using  the  GAO 
Form  36,  signed  by  the  appropriate  authorizing  official  and  submitted  with  the 
travel  voucher  covering  that  trip.   (GAO  Form  36  may  be  used  as  an  attachment  to 
the  travel  order,  in  lieu  of  using  block  17,  where  appropriate.)   The  three 
permissible  exceptions  to  mandatory  contract  usage  are: 

— Exception  1.   Space  or  scheduled  flights  are  not  available  in  time  to 
accomplish  the  purpose  of  travel,  or  the  contractor's  schedule  would  require  the 
traveler  to  incur  unnecessary  overnight  lodging  expense. 
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— Exception  2.   The  contractor's  schedule  for  the  travel  involved  is 
inconsistent  with  the  Government's  policy  of  scheduling  travel  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable  during  normal  working  hours. 

— Exception  3.   A  cost  comparison  substantiates  that  (a)  a  restricted  or 
unrestricted  coach  fare,  available  to  the  general  public,  is  lower  than  the 
contract  fare,  all  other  costs  being  equal;  or  (b)  the  use  of  a  noncontract 
coach  fare  available  to  the  general  public  plus  the  cost  of  such  factors  as 
ground  transportation,  lost  productive  time,  allowable  overtime,  and  additional 
overnight  lodging  expenses  would  result  in  lower  costs  to  the  Government  than  if 
the  same  cost  factors  were  added  to  the  contract  fare.   NOTE:   Noncontract 
government  fares  (e.g.  YDG,  MDG,  etc.)  may  not  be  used  in  making  the  cost 
comparison.   The  travel  must  be  able  to  meet  all  applicable  restrictions  if  a 
restricted  general  public  fare  is  used  in  the  comparison.   Washington  divisions/ 
offices  may  use  Exception  3  as  a  blanket  exception  on  travel  orders  prior  to  the 
arrangement  of  air  carrier  schedules.  Travelers  should  be  aware  that  such  a 
blanket  exception  may  not  be  used  to  schedule  a  noncontract  fare  in  violation  of 
Exception  3.   Regional  offices  may  establish  the  use  of  a  blanket  Exception  3 
within  regional  travel  policies. 

(c)   Rail  or  Bus  Service.   Rail  or  bus  service  should  be  authorized 
when,  given  all  costs  involved,  this  would  be  advantageous  to  the  agency  . 
Preference  is  to  be  given  to  carriers  offering  government  discounted  fares.   The 
use  of  AMTRAK  between  duty  points  in  the  Northeast  Corridor  is  considered 
advantageous  unless  time  constraints  mandate  the  use  of  air  service. 

(2)  Government-Furnished  or  Contract  Rental  Vehicles.   A  government- 
contract  rental  vehicle  will  be  authorized  at  TDY  destinations  when  the  location 
of  the  temporary  duty  points  mandate  the  mobility  offered  by  this  method.   A 
government-furnished  vehicle  should  be  used  in  situations  involving  the  need  to 
commute  daily  from  the  official  duty  station  to  temporary  audit  sites.   (Refer  to 
GAG  Order  0300.4  for  policy  regarding  the  use  of  government-furnished  or  leased 
vehicles  used  for  home-to-work  transportation.) 

(3)  Privately-owned  vehicles  (POV).  The  use  of  a  POV  may  be  authorized 
only  upon  the  traveler's  request  and  the  approving  official's  determination  that 
one  of  the  other  methods  listed  above  is  found  to  be  unavailable  or  not 
advantageous  to  the  agency.  This  determination  is  to  be  made  before  travel 
begins. 

(4)  Special  Conveyances,  Commercially  rented  vehicles  (other  than  those 
under  a  government  contract)  and  other  special  conveyances  may  be  used  only  when 
preceded  by  a  determination  that  all  other  methods  discussed  in  this  paragraph 
are  unavailable  or  not  advantageous  to  the  agency.  Travel  by  ocean  vessel  (other 
than  ferries)  will  never  be  found  advantageous  unless  the  vessel  is  itself  a 
temporary  duty  point. 

2.  ROUTIHG  OF  TRAVEL.  Travel  expenses  chargeable  to  the  agency  will  be  only 
those  attributable  to  travel  by  the  usually  traveled  route,  without  delays 
within  the  control  of  the  traveler.   When  an  individual  travels  by  an 
indirect  route  or  interrupts  travel  by  any  route,  the  extra  expense  will  be  the 
traveler's  responsibility.   If  tickets  are  obtained  with  a  Government  Transpor- 
tation Request  (6TR),  they  shall  be  issued  only  for  that  portion  properly 
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chargeable  to  Che  agency.   The  traveler  shall  bear  Che  difference  ouc  of  pockec. 
GovernmenC-concrac ced  charge  cards  will  noc  be  used  Co  charge  personal  cravel. 

3,  LOCAL  TRANSPORTATION.   Travelers  should  use  public  CransporCaCion  (bus  or 
subway)  when  appropriate  to  or  from  common  carrier  terminals  or  beCween  places 
of  business  and  lodging  at  Che  Cemporary  duty  sCacion.   Taxicabs  may  be  used  in 
lieu  of  public  CransporCaCion  when  public  CransporCaCion  does  noC  serve  boCh 
poinCs  of  Cravel  or  where  Che  frequency  of  service  is  insufficienc  Co  meet  Che 
official  requiremenCs  of  Che  Crip.   The  use  of  Caxicabs  should  be  minimized  when 
courCesy  Cransportation  or  airport  limousines  are  available  between  duty  points 
and  common  carrier  terminals.   Such  services  should  be  used  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible.   (Travelers  should  obtain  information  regarding  free  or  reduced  cosc 
CransporCaCion  when  Cravel  reservacions  are  made.)   In  addicion,  Caxicab  fares 
may  be  auchorized  beCween  Che  Craveler's  home  and  Che  office  on  Che  firsc  day  of 
Cravel,  and  the  office  and  the  home  on  Che  lasc  day  of  travel,  provided  at  least 
one  night's  lodging  on  official  business  was  necessary.   Tips  Co  Caxicab  drivers 
may  noC  exceed  15  percenc  of  Che  fare  (rounded  Co  the  next  nickel). 

4.  aSE  OF  COMMON  CARRIERS. 

a.   Class  of  Service/Accommodations.   GAO  policy  is  that  all  individuals 
Craveling  on  official  business  will  use  less-Chan-f irsC-class  accommodaC ions, 
excepC  in  a  limited  number  of  situations,  as  specified  here. 

(1)   Railroad  Accommodations. 


(a)  North  American  Railroads.   If  travel  by  train  is  authorized 
between  duty  poinCs  in  North  America  and  the  cime  in  Cransit  does  not  involve 
overnight  travel,  reserved  or  unreserved  coach  accommodations  musC  be  used. 
Club  car  service  is  considered  firsc-class  service.   If  overnighc  Cravel  by 
Crain  is  auChorized,  Che  lowesC  firsC-class  sleeping  accommodaC ions  may  be 
auchorized.   (For  AMTRAK  Cravel,  the  lowest  first-class  sleeping  accommodations 
will  be  the  Economy  Bedroom  on  western  routes  and  Slumbercoach  accommodations  on 
eastern  routes.   If  Slumbercoach  service  is  noC  offered,  a  RoomecCe  may  be 
auChorized.) 

(b)  Other  Railroads.   The  rules  stated  above  for  North  American 
trains  will  also  apply  to  train  Cravel  on  oCher  continents,  except  that  if 
travel  not  involving  an  overnight  stay  is  authorized  and  the  scheduled  transit 
time  exceeds  4  hours,  a  parlor  car  seat  may  be  used. 

(2)  Ocean  Vessel  Accommodations.   If  travel  by  ocean  vessel  is 
authorized,  the  minimum  first-class  acconmodations  will  be  authorized. 
Specifically,  this  will  involve  the  lowest  cost  stateroom  that  has  direct  access 
to  a  washbasin,  a  shower  or  bath,  and  a  toilet.   The  authorization  of 
accommodat  in-i.s  exceeding  this  standard  (when  the  minimum  accommodations  defined 
are  not  available)  may  be  made,  before  Cravel  begins,  only  by  Che  AssisCanc 
CorapCroller  General/Operations. 
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CHAPTER  4.   PER  DIEM 

1.  PURPOSE.   A  per  diem  allowance  is  a  Jaily  payment  instead  of  actual 
subsistence  expenses  for  lodging,  meals,  and  certain  defined  incidental  expenses. 

2.  MAXIMUM  RATES.   Maximum  per  diem  rates  are  established  by  the  following 
authorities . 

a.  The  General  Services  Administration  sets  maximum  rates  for  all  COMOS 
locations.   (The  term  CONUS  refers  to  the  48  conterminous  states,  excluding 
Alaska  and  Hawaii,  plus  the  District  of  Columbia.)   These  rates  are  updatad 
yearly,  and  can  be  found  in  Appendix  1  of  this  order. 

b.  The  Department  of  Defense  (DOD)  sets  maximum  rates  for  all  United  States 
locations  outside  CONUS.   These  rates  are  updated  every  three  months 
(approximately).   Contact  the  Travel  Services  Section,  OFM,  for  the  latest  rates. 

c.  The  Department  of  State  (DOS)  sets  maximum  rates  for  all  foreign 
locations.   These  rates  are  updated  monthly.   Contact  the  Travel  Services 
Section,  OFM,  for  the  latest  rates. 

3.  EXPENSES  COVERED  BY  PER  DIEM.   The  per  diem  allowance  covers  all  charges, 
including  taxes  and  service  charges,  for  the  following  types  of  subsistence 
expenses . 

a.  Lodging. 

b.  Meals. 

c.  Incidental  expenses  related  to  subsistence. 

(1)  Fees  and  tips  to  waiters  and  waitresses,  porters,  baggage  carriers, 
hotel  maids,  dining  room  stewards  and  stewardesses  and  others  on  vessels,  and 
hotel  servants  in  foreign  countries. 

(2)  Laundry,  dry  cleaning,  and  the  pressing  of  clothing. 

(3)  Transportation  between  places  of  lodging  or  business  and  places 
where  meals  are  taken. 

(4)  Telegrams  and  telephone  calls  necessary  to  reserve  lodging 
accommodations. 

4.  EMPLOYEE  RESPOHSIBILITIES.   (Reprinted  in  it's  entirety  from  the  FTR, 

ch .  I,  par.  1-7. Id.)   An  employee  traveling  on  official  business  is  expected  to 
exercise  the  same  care  in  incurring  expenses  that  a  prudent  person  would 
exercise  if  traveling  on  personal  business  and  expending  personal  funds  (see 
1-1. 3a,  FTR).   Excess  costs,  circuitous  routes,  delays,  or  luxury  accommodations 
and  services  unnecessary  or  unjustified  in  the  performance  of  official  business 
are  not  acceptable  under  this  standard.   Employees  will  be  responsible  for  excess 
costs  and  any  additional  expenses  incurred  for  personal  preference  or 
convenience. 
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FEDERAL  TRAVEL  REGULATION 

Chapter  301— Travel  Allowances §301-1-2 

PART  301-1— APPLICABILITY  AND  GENERAL  RULES 
Subpart  A— Authority,  Applicability,  and  General  Rules 

Sec.  Sec. 

301-1.1     Authority.  301-1.3    General  rules. 

301-1.2     Applicability. 

Subpart  B— Official  Government  Business  Travel 

Sec.  Sec. 

301-1.100    Applicability.  301-1.103     Instructions/guidelines  for  trav- 

301-1.101     Authonzation  of  travel.  elers. 

301-1.102     Guidelines  for  issuing  travel  au- 
thorizations. 

Subpart  C— Pre-Employment  Interview  Travel 

Sec.  Sec. 

301-1.200    Applicability.  301-1.204    Sources  of  funds. 

301-1.201     Authorization  of  travel.  301-1.205     Claims  for  reimbursement. 

301-1.202     Responsibilities  for  pre-employ-  Aatbority:  5  U.S.C.  5701-5709;  31  U.S.C.  1353;  40 

mem  travel.  US.C.  486(c);  and  E.O.  11609.  36  FR  13747,  3  CFR, 

301-1.203    Allowable  reimbursements.  I97i-i975  Comp..  p.  586. 

Subpart  A— Authority,  Applicability,  and  General  Rules 

§  301-1.1     Authority.  general    meanmg    of   that    term;    however. 

This  chapter  .s  issued  under  the  authonty       '^ey  may  be  allowed  travel  or  transpcrta- 

of  5  U.S.C.  5701-5709.  31  U.S.C.  1353.  and       "°"  "P'^'^  ""'l"  '^  chapter  whJe  trav- 

4n  1 1  S  r  MfU  ^  ^"^  °"  official  busmess  for  the  Govem- 

ment   away   from   their   homes   or   regular 
§301-1.2    Applicability.  places  of  business  and  while  at  places  of 

,._,.      ,  ,.      .       rri.        I       Government  employment  or  service.  Maxi- 

(a)  This  chapter  applies  to  official  travel  J  j         .v        u     . 

,       ...             ,              c^  mum   rates  prescribed   in  this  chapter  are 

of  civilian  emp  oyees  of  Government  agen-  >■     ui  •  j  j  u 

,    ,.     ^    •'.,.            ,             r  u    r^  applicable  except  as  provided  m  paragraph 

cies,  mcludmg  civUian  employees  of  the  De-  ^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^  ^^^^^  ^^^^  ^ 

panment  of  Defense,  as  authorized  under  5  .finally  authorized  in  an  appropriation 

U.S.C,  5701-5709.  but  excludmg  employees       ^^^^^^  ^^^^ 

of  the  judicial  branch  of  the  Government.  _  .      „ 

(c)  To  the  extent  the  Government  has 

(b)  This  chapter  also  applies  to  official  received  payment  and  except  as  provided  in 
travel  of  individuals  employed  intermit-  §  304-1.7.  acceptance  of  payment  for,  and 
tently  in  the  Government  service  as  consult-  reimbursement  by  an  agency  to,  an  em- 
ants  or  experts  and  paid  on  a  daily  when-  ployee  (and/or  the  accompanying  spouse  of 
actually-employed  (WAE)  basis  and  of  indi-  such  employee  when  applicable)  under  pan 
viduals  serving  without  pay  or  at  $1  a  year.  304-1  are  not  subject  to  the  maximum  rates 
These  individuals  are  not  considered  to  prescnbed  in  this  chapter  for  reimbursable 
have  a  "'permanent  duty  station"  within  the  travel  expenses. 

Amendment  26:  5-08-92 

EHeetlve:  6-30-92  1-1 
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Part  301-1— Applicability  and  General  Rul— 


(d)  This  chapter  also  applies  to  travel  by 
individuals  being  considered  for  employ- 
ment to  and  from  pre-employment  inter- 
views determined  necessary  by  an  agency. 

§  301-1.3    General  rules. 

(a)  Employee's  obligation.  An  employee 
travelmg  on  official  busmess  is  expected  to 
exercise  the  same  care  m  mcumng  expenses 
that  a  prudent  person  would  exercise  if 
traveling  on  personal  business.  Excess  costs, 
circuitous  routes,  delays,  or  luxury  accom- 
modations and  services  unnecessary  or  un- 
justified in  the  performance  of  official  busi- 
ness are  not  acceptable  under  this  standard. 
Employees  will  be  responsible  for  excess 
costs  and  any  additional  expenses  incurred 
for  personal  preference  or  convenience. 

(b)  Reimbursable  expenses.  Travel  ex- 
penses which  will  be  reimbursed  are  con- 
fined to  those  expenses  essential  to  the 
transaction  of  official  business. 

(c)  Definitions. — (1)  Agency.  For  purposes 
I  of  this  chapter,  "agency"  means  an  execu- 
tive agency  as  defmed  in  S  U.S.C.  105;  a 
military  department;  an  office,  agency,  or 
other  establishment  in  the  legislative  branch; 
and  the  government  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia; but  does  not  include  a  Government- 
controlled  corporation,  a  Member  of  Con- 
gress, or  an  office  or  committee  of  either 
House  of  Congress  or  of  the  two  Houses. 

I  (2)  Employee.  As  used  in  this  chapter, 
"employee"  means  the  head  of  an  agency, 
an  agency  official,  or  any  other  individual 
employed  by  an  agency.  This  definition  also 
includes  an  individual  employed  intermit- 
tently in  Government  service  as  an  expen 
or  consultant  and  paid  on  a  daily  when- 
actually-employed  (WAE)  basis  and  an  indi- 
vidual serving  without  pay  or  at  $1  a  year 
(5  U.S.C.  5701(2)). 

(3)  Interviewee.  As  used  in  this  chapter, 
"interviewee"  means  an  individual  who  is 
being  considered  for  employment  by  an 
agency. 


(4)  Official  station  and  post  of  duty.  Desig- 
nated post  of  duty  and  official  station  have 
the  same  meaning.  Tlie  limits  of  the  official 
station  will  be  the  corporate  limits  of  the 
city  or  town  in  which  the  officer  or  em- 
ployee is  stationed.  If  the  employee  is  not 
stationed  in  an  incorporated  city  or  town, 
the  official  station  is  the  reservation,  station, 
or  established  area,  or,  in  the  case  of  large 
reservations,  the  established  subdivision 
thereof,  having  definite  boundaries  within 
which  the  designated  post  of  duty  is  lo- 
cated. 

(5)  Government  "Government"  means  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  and  the 
government  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

(6)  Continental  United  States.  "Continental 
United  States"  means  the  48  contiguous 
States  and  the  District  of  Colimibia.  The 
term  may  be  abbreviated  as  CONUS. 

(7)  United  States.  When  used  in  a  geo- 
graphical sense,  "United  States"  means  the 
50  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia 
except  as  provided  in  §  301-3. 6(bXlXiu)- 
The  terms  "United  States"  and  "the  50 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia"  may  be 
used  interchangeably. 

(8)  Government-furnished  automobile.  The 
term  "Government-furnished  automobile" 
includes  an  automobile  which  is  (i)  owned 
by  an  agency,  (ii)  assigned  or  dispatched  to 
an  agency  on  a  rental  basis  from  a  GSA 
Interagency  IHeet  Management  Center,  or 
(iii)  leased  by  the  Govenmient  for  a  period 
of  30  days  or  longer  from  a  commercial 
firm. 

(9)  Government-contract  rental  automobile. 
A  "Government-contract  rental  automo- 
bile" is  an  automobile  obtained  for  short- 
term  use  from  a  commercial  firm  under  the 
provisions  of  an  appropriate  General  Serv- 
ices Administration  (GSA)  Federal  Supply 
Schedule  contract. 

(10)  Special  conveyance.  "Special  convey- 
ance" is  any  method  of  transportation  other 
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than  common  carrier.  Government-fur- 
nished, Government-contract  rental,  or  pri- 
vately owned,  which  requires  specific  au- 
thonzation  or  approval  for  the  use  thereof. 


Such  transportation  generally  includes  con- 
veyances obtamed  through  commercial 
rental  means  for  less  than  30  calendar  days. 


Subpart  B— Official  Government  Business  Travel 


§  301-1.100    Applicability. 

This  subpart  applies  to  employees  as  de- 
fined in  §  301 -1.3(c)(2)  who  are  traveling  on 
official  business. 

I    §  301-1.101    Authorization  of  travel. 

(a)  Travel  policy.  It  is  the  policy  of  the 
Government  that  agencies  shall  authonze 
only  that  travel  which  is  necessary  to  ac- 
complish the  purposes  of  the  Government 
effectively  and  economically. 

(b)  Agency  responsibilities.  (1)  Except  as 
otherwise  provided  by  law,  all  travel  shall 
be  either  authorized  or  approved  by  the 
head  of  the  agency  or  by  an  official  to 
whom  such  authority  has  been  delegated. 
Ordinarily,  a  travel  authorization  shall  be 
issued  before  the  incurrence  of  the  expenses. 
Agencies  shall  prescribe  procedures  for 
travel  situations  where  it  is  not  practical  or 
possible  to  issue  a  written  authorization  in 
advance. 

(2)  Agency  heads  shall  communicate  the 
Government's  travel  policy  to  all  travel-au- 
thorizing officials  at  all  levels  within  their 
respective  agencies  and  establish  controls  to 
ensure  that  only  travel  that  is  essential  to 
the  purposes  of  the  Government  and  for 
accomplishment  of  the  agency's  mission  is 
authorized  or  approved. 

(3)  Travel-authorizing  officials  shall  au- 
thorize or  approve  only  that  travel  neces- 
sary to  accomplish  the  agency  mission  in 
the  most  effective  and  economical  manner. 
Authorizing  officials  should  be  aware  of 
travel  plans,  including  plans  to  take  annual 
leave  in  conjunction  with  travel,  and  shall 
ensure  appropriate  consideration  of  the  need 
for  the  travel,  the  use  of  travel  substitutes 
(i.e.,  mail,   teleconferencing,  etc.),  and   the 


most  cost  effective  routing  and  means  of 
accomplishing  travel.  Each  employee's 
I  ravel  shall  be  authorized  separately  under 
specific  guidelines  provided  in  §301-1.102. 

§  301-1.102    Guidelines  for  Issuing 
travel  authorizations. 

The  travel  pobcies  and  practices  of  each 
agency  shall  reflect,  but  not  be  limited  to, 
the  following  guidelines: 

(a)  Typa  and  use  of  travel  aottaorizations. 

General  or  blanket  travel  authorizations  for 
entire  agencies  or  groups  of  employees  shall 
not  be  used.  To  ensure  adequate  managerial 
and  supervisory  attention  to  the  need  for  all 
travel,  each  employee's  travel  shall  be  au- 
thorized separately  under  one  of  the  follow- 
ing types  of  travel  authorization: 

(1)  Unlimited  open  authorization.  This  type 
of  authorization  allows  an  employee  to 
travel  for  any  purpose  withow  further  au- 
thorization. Unlimited  open  authorizations 
shall  be  issued  only  for  department  or 
agency  heads,  their  deputies,  or  other  prin- 
cipal agency  officials  as  the  agency  head  or 
deputy  may  designate,  and  managers  of 
major  subunits  where  no  supervisor  is 
present. 

(2)  Limited  open  authorization.  This  type 
of  authorization  allows  an  employee  to 
travel  without  further  authorization  under 
certain  specified  conditions;  i.e.,  travel  to 
specific  geographical  area(s),  for  specific 
purpose(s),  subject  to  trip  cost  ceilings,  or 
for  specific  periods  of  time.  Limited  open 
authonzations  may  be  provided  for  employ- 
ees whose  duties  require  frequent  repetitive 
travel.  Such  authorizations,  however, 
should  be  reviewed  and  revalidated  at  least 
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quarterly  and  should  include  realistic  limita- 
tions on  purpose<s),  geographic  area(s), 
number  of  trip(s),  trip  duration,  and  costs. 

(3)  Trip-by-trip  authorization.  This  type  of 
authorization  allows  an  individual  or  group 
of  individuals  to  take  one  or  more  specific 
trips  and  shall  include  the  specific  purpose, 
itinerary,  and  estimated  costs.  Travel  not 
covered  in  an  unlimited  or  limited  open  au- 
thorization shall  be  separately  authorized  on 
a  trip-by-trip  basis. 

(b)  Leveb  of  approval  and  requirements  for 
special  purpose  travel.  Due  to  the  relatively 
high  costs  associated  with  certain  kinds  of 
travel,  such  travel  shall  be  authorized  only 
on  a  trip-by-trip  basis  and  reviewed  at  a 
level  of  authority  sufficient  to  provide 
policy  approval.  The  types  of  travel  cov- 
ered by  this  requirement  are  listed  in  this 
I  paragraph.  Authorization  of  travel  for  pur- 
poses other  than  those  listed  should  be  dele- 
gated to  the  lowest  management  level 
which  has  responsibility  for  both  program 
accomplishment  and  obligation  or  commit- 
ment of  funds. 

(1)  Conferences,  meetings,  and  training  ses- 
sions. Travel  for  conference  and  meeting 
attendance  and  training  sessions  shall  be  au- 
thorized on  a  trip-by-trip  basis.  When  au- 
thorizing travel  for  conference  and  meeting 
attendance,  the  approving  official  shall 
ensure  that  the  number  of  attendees  from 
the  agency  is  necessary  and  justified.  In  ad- 
dition, the  need  for  conferences  and  meet- 
ings for  which  total  travel  and  per  diem 
estimates  exceed  SS,000  shall  be  certified  by 
a  level  of  authority  sufficient  to  provide 
policy  approval  as  designated  by  the  head 
of  the  agency  scheduling  the  conference  or 
meeting. 

(2)  Foreign  travel  Overseas  and  foreign 
travel  for  all  employees  shall  be  authorized 
on  a  trip-by-trip  basis  at  as  high  an  adminis- 
trative level  of  authority  as  practical  to  pro- 
vide policy  approval.  However,  those  em- 
ployees   whose    duties    require    repetitive 


overseas  and  foreign  travel  or  emergency 
overseas  and  foreign  travel  without  advance 
notification  may  be  issued  limited  or  unlim- 
ited open  authorizations,  as  appropriate, 
within  the  criteria  of  paragraphs  (a)(1)  and 
(2)  of  this  section.  In  addition,  U.S.  Govern- 
ment representatives  and  attendees  at  inter- 
national intergovernmental  conferences 
must  be  accredited  by  the  State  Depart- 
ment. 

(3)  Change  of  official  station/relocation. 
Travel  and  related  entitlements  for  a  change 
of  official  station  or  relocation  determined 
to  be  in  the  interest  of  the  Govenmient,  as 
provided  in  chapter  302  of  this  title,  shall  be 
authorized  on  a  move-by-move  basis  (trip- 
by-tnp  authorization).  This  also  includes  a 
new  appointee  covered  under  §  302-1.2  of 
this  subtitle  when  issued  an  authorization 
for  travel  to  the  first  duty  station. 

(c)  Pnrpose<s)  of  tniTel.  Each  travel  au- 
thorization and  the  associated  travel 
vouchees)  (see  §  301-1 1.5(g))  shall  specify 
clearly  the  purpose(s)  of  the  travel.  To  es- 
tablish uniformity  in  the  way  that  travel 
purposes  are  identified  on  the  travel  authori- 
zation and  travel  voucher,  agencies  shall 
adopt  travel  purpose  categories  that  con- 
form to  the  extent  possible  with  the  follow- 
ing travel  purpose  categories: 

(1)  Site  visit  Travel  to  a  particular  site  in 
order  to  personally  perform  operational  or 
managerial  activities  (e.g.,  to  oversee  pro- 
gram activities,  grant  operations,  or  man- 
agement activities  for  intenud  control  pur- 
poses; carry  out  an  audit,  inspection,  or 
repair  activity;  conduct  negotiations;  pro- 
vide instructions;  or  provide  technical  assist- 
ance). 

(2)  Information  meeting.  Travel  to  attend 
a  meeting  to  discuss  general  agency  oper- 
ations, review  status  reports,  or  discuss 
topics  of  general  interest.  If  a  site  visit  was 
conducted  as  part  of  the  same  trip,  consider 
the  entire  trip  to  be  for  the  purpose  of  a  site 
visit. 
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(3)  Training  attendance.  Travel  to  receive 
training. 

(4)  Speech  or  presentation.  Travel  to  make 
a  speech  or  a  presentation,  deliver  a  paper, 
or  otherwise  take  part  in  a  formal  program 
other  than  a  training  course. 

(5)  Conference  attendance.  Travel  to 
attend  a  conference,  convention,  seminar,  or 
symposium  for  purposes  of  observation  or 
education  only,  with  no  formal  role  m  the 
proceedings. 

(6)  Relocation.  Travel  performed  in  con- 
nection with  a  transfer  from  one  ofTicial 
duty  station  to  another  (same  as  a  perma- 
nent change  of  station  or  PCS  move).  This 
includes  new  appointees  when  they  are  first 
authorized  relocation  allowances  for  report- 
ing to  their  fwst  duty  station. 

(7)  Entitlement  travel  Travel  entitlements 
for  which  an  employee  (or  dependent)  may 
be  eligible  while  serving  at  a  duty  station 
outside  the  continental  United  Sutes;  e.g., 
tour  renewal  agreement  travel  (for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  leave  between  tours  of  duty) 
and  educational  travel.  (This  type  of  travel 
is  normally  performed  in  connection  with  a 
travel  entitlement  resulting  from  a  change 
of  station  assignment  or  renewal  of  a  tour  of 
duty  at  duty  stations  located  outside  the 
continental  United  States.) 

(8)  Special  mission  travel  Travel  to  carry 
out  a  special  agency  mission;  e.g.,  move 
noncombat  military  units,  provide  security 
to  a  person  or  a  shipment  (such  as  a  diplo- 
matic pouch),  move  witnesses  from  resi- 
dence to  other  locations,  and  travel  by  Fed- 
eral beneficiaries  and  other  nonemployees. 

(9)  Emergency  travel  Travel  to  return  an 
employee  from  a  temporary  assignment  lo- 
cation at  Government  expense  to  his/her 
designated  post  of  duty  or  home,  or  other 
alternate  location,  where  he/she  would  nor- 
mally be  present  to  take  care  of  the  emer- 
gency situation  if  the  Government  had  not 
directed  or  assigned  the  employee  to  an- 
other location  to  perform  official  business. 


(10)  Other  travel  purposes.  All  travel  per- 
formed for  purposes  which  are  not  included 
in  one  of  the  other  listed  categories.  Even 
though  stated  as  "other  travel  purposes," 
the  travel  authonzation  and  voucher  should 
also  detail  a  specific  purpose. 

(d)  Cost  estimates.  Travel  authonzations 
shall  include  estimates  of  the  cost  of  the 
travel.  Both  unlimited  and  limited  open  au- 
thonzations shall  also  include  an  estimate  of 
the  travel  costs  to  be  incurred  over  the 
penod  covered  by  the  authorization.  Agen- 
cies shall  use  these  estimates  to  obligate  the 
funds  necessary  to  carry  out  that  particular 
travel  to  improve  travel  budgetary  controls. 
(See  pan  301-10  for  provisions  covering 
employee  source  of  funds  and  travel  ad- 
vances.) 

§  301-1.103    Instructions/guidelines  for    I 
travelers.  I 

(a)    TraTcler's    potential    liability    notice. 

Travelers  are  accountable  for  all  transporta- 
tion tickets.  Government  transportation  re- 
quests (GTR's),  or  other  transportation  pro- 
curement documents  received  by  them  in 
connection  with  their  official  travel.  Agen- 
cies shall  provide  written  instructions  to  the 
traveler  at  the  time  an  authorization  is 
issued  advising  of  agency  administrative 
procedures  for  the  control  of  and  account- 
ability for  passenger  transportation  docu- 
ments. If  trips  are  canceled  or  itineraries 
changed  after  tickets  (or  GTR's)  are  issued 
to  the  traveler,  the  traveler  is  liable  for  the 
value  of  the  tickets  issued  until  all  ticket 
coupons  have  been  used  for  official  travel 
purposes  or  all  unused  tickets  or  coupons 
are  properly  accounted  for  on  the  travel 
voucher.  (See  also  §  301-1 1.5(cXl))  A 
statement  to  this  effect  shall  be  incorporated 
on  the  travel  authorization,  or  issued  as  a 
"Notice  to  Traveler"  and  attached  to  the 
ticket  or  GTR  when  issued  to  the  traveler. 
(See  §  301-3.5  for  further  provisions  regard- 
ing unused  passenger  transportation  docu- 
ments.) 
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(b)  Promotional  materials  received  in  con- 
nection witii  official  trayel  from  common  car- 
riers, rental  car  companies,  or  other  commer- 
cial source.  Employees  are  obligated  to  ac- 
count for  any  gift,  gratuity,  or  benefit  re- 
ceived from  private  sources  incident  to  the 
performance  of  official  business  (Comp. 
Gen.  Decision  B-199656,  July  15.  1981).  Ail 
promotional  materials  (e.g.,  bonus  flights. 
reduced-fare  coupons,  cash,  merchandise, 
gifts,  and  credits  toward  future  free  or  re- 
duced costs  of  services  or  goods)  received 
by  employees  in  cotmection  with  official 
travel  or  incident  to  the  purchase  of  a  ticket 
for  official  travel,  or  other  services  such  as 
car  rentals,  are  due  the  Government  and 
may  not  be  retained  by  the  employee.  When 
an  employee  receives  promotional  material 
from  any  commercial  source  incident  to  of- 
ficial travel,  the  employee  shall  accept  the 
material  on  behalf  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment and  relinquish  it  to  an  appropriately 
designated  agency  official.  The  governing 
regulations  regarding  agency  disposition  of 
promotional  material  received  by  Federal 
employees  are  prescribed  by  the  Adminis- 
trator of  General  Services  in  41  CFR  101- 
25.103-2.  (See  paragraph  (0  of  this  section 
for  redemption  of  frequent  traveler  bene- 
fits.) 

(c)  Denied  boarding  compensation.  Travel- 
ers shall  be  instructed  to  turn  into  the 
agency  any  cash  or  other  payments  received 
from  carriers  for  failure  to  provide  con- 
firmed reserved  space  as  provided  in  §  301- 
3.5. 

(d)  Billing  ioformation  for  ticket  ex- 
changes. When  a  traveler  exchanges  a  ticket 
for  one  of  lesser  value,  the  carrier  should 
issue  a  receipt  or  a  ticket  refund  application 
and  is  required  to  make  refund  directly  to 
the  appropriate  agency  billing  office.  To  fa- 
cilitate this  refund  procedure,  agencies  shall 
provide  travelers  with  a  "bill  charges  to" 
address  by  attaching  a  copy  of  the  GTR  or 


some  other  document  containing  this  infor- 
mation to  either  the  ticket  or  travel  authori- 
zation as  provided  in  41  CFR  101-4I.2IO-1. 
(See  also  §  301-3.5(c).) 

(e)  Use  of  trarel  agencies.  The  services  of 
a  travel  agent  may  be  used  to  obtain  passen- 
ger transportation  services  within,  from,  or 
between  the  United  States  and  its  posses- 
sions only  under  the  conditions  specified  in 
§  301-3. 4<bX2),  or  when  the  travel  agent  is 
providing  services  to  the  Government  under 
a  contractual  arrangement  with  the  General 
Services  Administration. 

(0  Frequent  traTeler  programs.  (1)  Fre- 
quent traveler  benefits  earned  in  connection 
with  official  travel,  such  as  mileage  credits, 
points,  etc.,  may  be  used  only  for  official 
travel.  Employees  may  not  retain  and  use 
such  benefits  for  personal  travel.  Since  the 
Comptroller  General  has  ruled  that  a  fre- 
quent traveler  benefit  is  the  property  of  the 
Government  if  any  part  of  it  is  earned 
through  ofTicial  travel,  employees  should 
maintain  separate  frequent  traveler  accounts 
for  official  and  personal  travel. 

(2)  Agencies  should  encourage  employees 
who  travel  frequentiy  to  participate  in  vari- 
ous frequent  traveler  programs  offered  by 
airlines,  hotels,  and  car  rental  vendors.  Em- 
ployees may  be  reimbursed  for  the  cost  to 
enter  certain  frequent  traveler  programs 
when  entering  the  program  is  expected  to 
result  in  a  savings  to  the  GovemmenL  Re- 
imbursement for  the  cost  to  enter  the  pro- 
gram may  not  exceed  the  expected  amount 
of  the  savings. 

(3)  To  the  maximum  extent  practicable, 
overall  travel  costs  should  be  reduced  by 
using  benefits  earned  through  frequent  trav- 
eler programs  to  obtain  free  airline  tickets, 
rooms,  and  rental  vehicles.  (See  §  301- 
3.3(dX3)(ii)(F)  for  upgrades  to  premium- 
class  accommodations.) 

(4)  Use  of  mandatory  or  preferred  ven- 
dors, such  as  contract  air  and  rail  carriers, 
lowest  cost  car  rental  companies,  etc.,  shall 
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be  observed  fully  without  regard  to 
whether  such  vendors  offer  frequent  trav- 
eler programs.  No  deviations  from  manda- 
tory or  preferred  use  requirements  will  be 


permitted  solely  for  the  purpose  of  accumu- 
lating frequent  traveler  benefits. 


Subpart  C— Pre-employment  Interview  Travel 


§301-1.200    Applicability. 

(a)  Individuals  covered.  This  subpan  ts  ap- 
plicable to  interviewees  as  defmed  in  §  301- 
1 .3(0X3). 

(b)  Policy.  Unless  otherwise  stated,  the 
allowances  established  in  this  subpan  for 
interviewees  are  analogous  to  those  avail- 
able to  Federal  employees  traveling  on  offi- 
cial Government  busmess.  However,  an 
agency  is  not  required  to  offer  all  allow- 
ances to  each  interviewee.  (See  §301- 
1.203(aX2).) 

§  301-1.201    Authorization  of  travel. 

(a)  Authority  for  payment  Agencies  may 
pay  allowable  pre-employment  interview 
travel  expenses  (as  defined  in  §301-1.203) 
for  individuals  determined  eligible  under 
paragraph  (b)  of  this  section. 

(b)  Eligibility  determination.  Each  agency 
shall  establish  criteria  for  determining  which 
applicants  will  qualify  for  the  payment  of 
pre-employment  interview  travel  expenses. 
The  Office  of  Persoimel  Management  has 
issued  guidelines  at  5  CFR  pan  572  for 
agencies  to  follow  in  making  these  person- 
nel determinations. 

§301-1.202    Responsibilities     for    pre- 
employment  travel. 

(a)  Agency  responsibilities— <1)  General 
rule.  Agencies  shall  adhere  to  the  general 
travel  authorization  pcUcies  and  practices 
contained  in  subpan  B  of  this  pan. 

(2)  Limitations  on  type  of  authorization. 
Pre-employment  interview  travel  may  be 
authorized  only  on  a  trip-by-trip  basis.  Lim- 
ited or  unlimited  open  authorizations  shall 
not  be  used  for  pre-employment  interview 
travel. 


(3)  Responsibility  of  agencies  to  inform 
interviewees  of  Government  travel  policies. 
.Agencies  shall  communicate  the  Govern- 
ment travel  rules  and  procedures  to 
interviewees.  Agencies  should  ensure  the 
interviewee  understands  how  travel  reim- 
bursements are  calculated.  Agencies  also 
should  provide  assistance  to  the  mterviewee 
in  the  preparation  of  travel  vouchers. 

(4)  Limitations  on  the  ability  of  agencies  to 
authorize  pre-employment  travel  expenses  to 
defray  unauthorized  relocation  expenses. 
Agencies  shall  not  authorize  pre-employ- 
ment interview  travel  expense  reimburse- 
ment for  the  purpose  of  helping  defray  relo- 
cation expenses  that  are  not  allowable  for  a 
new  appointee  under  §  302-1.10.  For  exam- 
ple, an  agency  may  not  pay  pre-employment 
travel  expenses  under  this  subpan  so  that  an 
interviewee/new  appointee  may  look  for  a 
house  at  his/her  prospective  first  duty  sta- 
tion. 

(b)  Interriewee  responsibilities — (1)  Gen- 
eral rule.  The  interviewee  is  expected  to 
exercise  the  same  care  in  incurring  expenses 
that  a  prudent  person  would  exercise  if 
traveling  on  personal  business. 

(2)  Use  of  travel  agencies.  Tickets  should 
be  provided  by  the  interviewing  agency. 
However,  the  interviewing  agency  may  au- 
thorize the  interviewee  to  obtain  tickets  di- 
rectly from  a  travel  management  center 
under  contract  to  the  Government. 

(3)  Use  of  contract  carriers.  Interviewees 
of  mandatory  users  of  the  Government's 
city  pair  contracts  with  airlines  and  Amtrak 
are  bound  by  rules  outlined  in  §  301-2.2  (c) 
and  (dXlKiiXA). 
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(4)  Interviewee's  potential  liability  notice. 
The  interviewee  is  accountable  for  all  trans- 
portation tickets  and  U.S.  Government 
Transportation  Requests  (GTR's)  issued  tor 
use  in  performing  pre-employment  inter- 
view travel.  Agencies  shall  provide  wntten 
instructions  to  the  interviewee  at  the  time 
an  authorization  is  issued  explaining  agency 
administrative  procedures  for  controlling 
and  accounting  for  passenger  transportation 
documents.  If  the  interview  trip  is  cancelled 
or  rescheduled  after  tickets  (or  GTR's)  are 
issued  to  the  interviewee,  the  interviewee  is 
liable  for  the  value  of  the  tickets  issued  until 
all  ticket  coupons  have  been  used  for  pre- 
employment  interview  travel  or  all  unused 
tickets  or  coupons  have  been  properly  ac- 
counted for  on  the  travel  voucher.  A  state- 
ment to  this  effect  shall  be  incorporated  on 
the  travel  authorization,  or  issued  as  a 
Notice  to  Traveler  and  attached  to  the  ticket 
or  GTR  when  issued  to  the  interviewee. 
The  interviewee  and  the  interviewing 
agency  shall  be  bound  by  the  same  rules 
that  apply  to  employee  travelers  and  agen- 
cies m  §301-3.5. 

(5)  Billing  information  for  ticket  exchanges. 
When  an  interviewee  exchanges  a  ticket  for 
one  of  lesser  value,  the  earner  should  issue 
a  receipt  or  a  ticket  refund  application  and 
is  required  to  make  refund  directly  to  the 
appropriate  agency  billing  office.  To  facili- 
tate this  refiind  procedure,  agencies  shall 
provide  interviewees  with  a  bill  charges  to 
address  by  attaching  a  copy  of  the  GTR  or 
some  other  document  containing  this  infor- 
mation to  either  the  ticket  or  travel  authon- 
zation  as  provided  in  41  CFR  101-41.210-1. 

§  301-1.203    Allowable  reimbursements. 

(a)  Allowable  expenses.  (1)  An  agency 
may  pay  to  or  on  behalf  of  an  interviewee 
the  same  travel  expenses  to  which  a  Gov- 
ernment employee  traveling  on  official  busi- 
ness would  be  entitled,  with  the  exception 
of  those  expenses  listed  in  paragraph  (b)  of 
this  section.  Allowable  expenses  are  subject 


to  the  limitations  applicable  to  a  Govern- 
ment employee  traveling  on  official  busi- 
ness. 

(2)  An  agency  may  pay  all  or  a  part  of 
pre-employment  travel  expenses.  However, 
an  agency  electing  to  pay  only  subsistence 
or  only  common  earner  transportation  costs 
must  pay  the  full  amount  to  which  a  Gov- 
ernment employee  would  be  entitled  for 
those  expenses  authorized.  Paying  less  than 
the  full  reimbursement  for  common  earner 
tickets  could  make  the  interviewee  ineligible 
for  Government  discounts. 

(b)  Unallowable  expenses.  An  agency  shall 
not  pay  expenses  for: 

(1)  Use  of  communication  services  as  de- 
fined in  part  301-6  for  purposes  other  than 
communication  directly  related  to  travel  ar- 
rangements for  the  Government  interview. 

(2)  Hire  of  a  room  as  defined  in  §  301- 
9.1(b). 

§  301-1.204    Sources  of  funds. 

(a)  Payment  of  trarel  expenses — (1)  Trans- 
portation expenses  by  common  carrier,  other 
than  local  transportation.  Interviewee  trans- 
ponation  by  common  carrier,  other  than 
local  transportation,  shall  be  paid  for 
through  the  use  of  a  GTR  or  a  centrally 
billed  account  as  provided  in  §301-15.45. 
Common  carrier  transportabon  includes  air, 
bus,  and  rail. 

(2)  Other  authorized  expenses.  All  other 
authorized  expenses  shall  be  paid  for  by  the 
interviewee.  The  agency  shall  reimburse  the 
interviewee  for  allowable  travel  expenses 
upon  submission  and  approval  of  a  travel 
voucher. 

(b)  Unallowable  sources— (1)  Government 
issued  individual  employee  charge  cards.  Indi- 
vidual employee  charge  cards  (see  §301- 
15.44)  may  not  be  used  for  pre-employment 
interview  travel.  However,  centrally  billed 
accounts  (see  §301-15.45)  may  be  used  to 
pay  the  interviewee's  allowable  transporta- 
tion expenses. 
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Sec. 

301-2.1  Expenses  payable  as  transporta- 
tion. 

301-2.2     .Methods  of  transportation. 

301-2.3     Local  transportation. 

301-2.4  Emergency  travel  due  to  illness  or 
injury  or  a  personal  emergency  situa- 
tion. 

301-2.5     Routing  of  travel. 

301-2.6  Use  of  Government-furnished  ve- 
hicles. 

.Authority:  5  U  S.C.  5701-5709;  EO  11609.  36  FR 
13747,  3  CFR.  1971.1975  Comp..  p.  ;S6. 

§  301-2.1  Expenses  payable  as  trans- 
portation. 

Transportation  expenses  which  the  Gov- 
ernment may  pay  either  directly  or  through 
reimbursement  include  fares,  rental  fees, 
mileage  payments,  and  any  expenses  inci- 
dent to  transponation  such  as  baggage 
transfer:  ofiicial  telegraph,  telephone,  radio, 
and  cable  messages  in  connection  with  items 
classed  as  transportation;  steamer  chairs, 
steamer  cushions,  and  steamer  rugs  at  cus- 
tomary rates  actually  charged;  staterooms 
on  steamers;  and  other  expenses  set  forth  in 
pans  301-2  through  301-6. 

§  301-2.2    Methods  of  transportation. 

(a)  Authorized  methods.  Methods  of  trans- 
portation authorized  for  official  travel  in- 
clude railroads,  airlines,  helicopter  service, 
ships,  buses,  streetcars,  subways,  and  taxi- 
cabs;  Goveniment-fumished  and  contract 
rental  automobiles  and  airplanes;  and  any 
other  necessary  means  of  conveyance. 

(b)  Selecting  method  of  transportation  to 
be  used.  Travel  on  official  business  shall  be 
by  the  method  of  transportation  which  will 
result  in  the  greatest  advantage  to  the  Gov- 
ernment, cost  and  other  factors  considered. 
In  selecting  a  particular  method  of  transpor- 
tation to  be  used,  consideration  shall  be 
given  to  energy  conservation  and  to  the 
total    cost    to    the    Government,    including 


costs  of  per  diem,  ovenime,  lost  worktime. 
and  actual  transponation  costs.  Additional 
factors  to  be  considered  are  the  total  dis- 
tance of  travel,  the  number  of  points  visited, 
and  the  number  of  travelers.  As  stated  in  5 
U  S.C.  5733,  "travel  of  an  employee  shall  be 
by  the  most  expeditious  means  of  transpor- 
tation practicable  and  shall  be  commensu- 
rate with  the  nature  and  purpose  of  the 
duties  of  the  employee  requiring  such 
travel." 

(c)  Traveler's  cost  liability  when  selected 
method  is  not  used.  The  traveler  shall  use 
the  method  of  transportation  administra- 
tively authorized  or  approved  by  the 
agency  as  most  advantageous  to  the  Gov- 
ernment. (See  §  301-2. 2(b).)  Any  additional 
cost  resulting  from  use  of  a  method  of  trans- 
ponation other  than  that  specincally  author- 
ized, approved,  or  required  by  regulation, 
e.g.,  contract  air  service  (see  paragraph 
(d)(l)(ii)(A)  of  this  section),  shall  be  the 
traveler's  responsibility. 

(d)  Presumptions  as  to  most  advantageous 
metbod  of  transportation. 

(1)  Common  carrier. 

(i)  General  Travel  by  common  earner 
(air,  rail,  or  bus)  generally  results  in  the 
most  efficient  use  of  energy  resources  and 
in  the  least  costly  and  most  expeditious 
performance  of  travel.  Therefore,  this 
method  shall  be  used  whenever  it  is  rea- 
sonably available.  Other  methods  of  trans- 
ponation may  be  authonzed  as  advanta- 
geous only  when  the  use  of  common  car- 
rier transponation  would  seriously  inter- 
fere with  the  performance  of  official  busi- 
ness or  impose  an  undue  hardship  upon 
the  traveler,  or  when  the  total  cost  by 
common  carrier  would  exceed  the  cost  by 
some  other  method  of  transponation.  The 
determination  that  another  method  of 
transponation  would  be  more  advanta- 
geous to  the  Government  than  common 
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carrier  transportation  shall  not  be  made 
on  the  basis  of  personal  preference  or 
minor  inconvenience  to  the  traveler  re- 
sultmg  from  common  earner  scheduhng. 

(ii)     Selecting     the     most    advantageous 
method  of  common  earner  transportation. 

(A)  Contract  air  service.  The  use  of  dis- 
count fares  offered  by  contract  air  earn- 
ers between  certain  cities  (city-pairs)  is 
considered  advantageous  to  the  Govern- 
ment and  is  mandatory  for  authonzed  air 
travel  between  those  city-pairs.  (See 
§301-3.4<b)(l)(ii)  and  pan  301-15.  sub- 
part B  for  policy  and  specific  guidelines 
and  exceptions.) 

(B)  Moncontract  air  service.  The  use  of 
noncontract  air  service  may  be  authonzed 
or  approved   only   when  justified   under 

I  the  conditions  provided  in  part  301-15. 
subpart  B.  Advance  authorization  and  the 
justification  for  the  use  of  noncontract  air 
service  shall  be  shown  on  the  travel  order 
or  other  form  of  travel  authorization 
before  the  actual  travel  begins,  unless  ex- 
tenuating circumstances  or  emergency 
situations  make  advance  authonzation  im- 
possible. In  those  events,  the  employee 
shall  obtain  wntten  approval  from  the  ap- 
propnate  agency  official  at  the  earliest 
possible  time  after  completing  the  travel. 
The  approval  and  justification  therefor 
shall  be  stated  on  or  attached  to  the 
travel  voucher. 

(C)  Rail  or  bus  service.  Rail  or  bus  serv- 
ice may  be  used  when  determined  by  the 
agency  to  be  advantageous  to  the  Gov- 
ernment, cost,  energy,  and  other  factors 
considered,  and  when  compatible  with 
the  requirements  of  the  official  travel. 
The  use  of  contract  or  other  discount 
fares  offered  to  the  Government  by  rail 
or  bus  carriers  between  selected  cities 
(city-pairs)  is  considered  advantageous. 
Whenever  these  discount  fares  are  offered 
and  the  accompanying  service  will  fulfill 


mission  requirements,  they  should  be  used 
to  the  maximum  extent  possible.  See  part  I 
301-15.  subpan  B  for  policy  and  specific  I 
guidelines  for  use  of  contract  rail  service. 
See  also  §§  301-3.3(b)  and  301-3.4(b)  for 
authonzed  service  and  accommodations 
and  reduced  fares. 

(2)  Government-contract  rental  or  Govern- 
ment-furnished automobiles.  When  it  is  deter- 
mined that  an  automobile  is  required  for 
official  travel,  a  Government-contract  or  a 
Government-furnished  automobile  shall  be 
used  as  follows: 

(i)  A  Government-contract  rental  auto- 
mobile is  the  first  resource  for  short-term 
rental  of  an  automobile  by  an  employee 
on  temporary  duty  (TDY)  travel.  This 
applies  to  employees  who  travel  to  their 
destination  by  common  carrier,  such  as 
airplane,  train,  or  bus,  and  would  custom- 
arily rent  a  Government-furnished  vehicle 
for  local  transportation  in  the  destination 
area.  An  employee  may  also  use  a  Gov- 
ernment-furnished automobile  if  a  Gov- 
ernment-contract rental  automobile  is  un- 
available or  if  use  of  a  Government-fur- 
nished automobile  is  practicable.  Govern- 
ment-furnished automobiles  will  continue 
to  be  available  for  use  in  isolated  areas 
where  commercial  rental  contractors  are 
not  available. 

(ii)  A  Government-furnished  automo- 
bile is  the  first  resource  when  an  automo- 
bile is  required  for  official  travel  per- 
formed locally  or  within  conmiuting  dis- 
tance of  an  employee's  designated  post  of 
duty.  If  a  Government-furnished  automo- 
bile is  unavailable,  a  Government-con- 
tract rental  automobile  may  be  used. 

(iii)  If  cost  considerations  are  used  in 
determining  whether  a  Government-con- 
tract rental  or  a  Government-furnished 
automobile  should  be  authorized  under 
this  policy,  the  overall  cost  shall  include 
any  administrative  costs  as  well  as  any 
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costs  associated  with  picking  up  and  re- 
turning the  automobile. 

(3)  Privately  owned  conveyance.  The  use  of 
a  privately  owned  conveyance  shall  be  au- 
thonzed  only  when  its  use  is  advantageous 
to  the  Government,  except  as  pro\ided  in 
paragraph  (e)  of  this  section.  .A  determina- 
tion that  the  use  of  a  pnvately  owned  con- 
veyance would  be  advantageous  to  the 
Government  shall  be  preceded  by  a  deter- 
mination that  transponation  by  common 
earner,  a  Government-contract  rental  auto- 
mobile, or  Government-furnished  transpor- 
tation is  not  available  or  would  not  be 
advantageous  to  the  Government.  To  the 
maximum  extent  possible,  these  determina- 
tions and  the  authorization  to  use  a  pri- 
vately owned  conveyance  shall  be  made 
before  the  performance  of  travel. 

(4)  Special  conveyance.  Commercially 
rented  vehicles,  other  than  those  under  con- 
tract, and  other  special  conveyances  shall  be 
used  only  when  it  is  determined  that  use  of 
other  methods  of  transportation  discussed  in 
this  paragraph  would  not  be  more  advanta- 
geous to  the  Government.  In  the  selection 
of  commercially  rented  vehicles,  first  con- 
sideration shall  be  given  to  Government- 
contract  rental  vehicles  available  under  an 
appropriate  GSA  Federal  Supply  Schedule 
contract. 

(e)  Permissive  use  of  a  privately  owned 
conveyance.  When  an  employee  uses  a  pn- 
vately owned  conveyance  as  a  matter  of 
personal  preference  and  such  use  is  compat- 
ible with  the  performance  of  official  busi- 
ness, although  not  determined  to  be  advan- 
tageous to  the  Government  under  para- 
graph (d)(3)  of  this  section,  such  use  may  be 
authorized  or  approved  provided  that  reim- 
bursement is  limited  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  part  301-4. 

(0  Travel  by  ocean  vessel.  E.xcept  for 
travel  between  points  served  by  ferries, 
travel  by  ocean  vessel  shall  not  be  regarded 
as  advantageous  to  the  Government  m  the 


absence  of  sufficient  justification  that  the 
advanuges  accruing  from  the  use  of  ocean 
transportation  offset  the  higher  costs  associ- 
ated with  this  method  of  transportation;  i.e., 
per  diem,  transportation,  and  lost  worktime. 
.Authority  to  authonze  or  approve  travel  by 
ocean  vessel  shall  be  obtained  at  the  highest 
administrative  level  consistent  with  agency 
travel  management  policy.  The  require- 
ments of  §  301-3. 6(a)  for  use  of  United 
States  flag  ships  shall  be  observed.  (See 
§  301-3. 3(c)  for  authorized  vessel  accommo- 
dations.) 

§  301-2.3    Local  transportation. 

(a)  To,  from,  and  between  places  of  work. 

Transportation  by  bus  or  streetcar  between 
places  of  business  at  an  official  station  or  a 
temporary  duty  station  and  between  places 
of  lodging  and  place  of  business  at  a  tempo- 
rary duty  station  is  allowed  as  a  transporta- 
tion expense.  (Concerning  transportation  by 
taxicab  between  such  places,  see  §  301-3.1.) 

(b)  To  places  where  meals  are  obtained. 

Where  the  nature  and  location  of  the  work 
at  a  temporary  duty  station  are  such  that 
suitable  meals  cannot  be  obtained  there,  the 
expense  of  daily  travel  required  to  obtain 
meals  at  the  nearest  available  place  may  be 
approved  as  necessary  transportation  not  in- 
cidental to  subsistence.  A  statement  of  the 
necessity  for  such  daily  travel  shall  accom- 
pany the  travel  voucher. 

(c)  To  and  from  carrier  terminals. 

(1)  Reimbursement  shall  be  allowed  for 
the  usual  taxicab  and  airport  limousine  fares, 
plus  tip,  between  a  common  carrier  or  other 
terminal  and  either  the  employee's  home  or 
place  of  business  at  the  official  duty  station 
or  place  of  business  or  lodging  at  a  tempo- 
rary duty  p>oint,  or  between  the  airport  and 
airport  limousine  terminal.  However,  avail- 
able courtesy  transportation  service  fur- 
nished by  hotels/motels  should  be  used  by 
employees  to  the  maximum  extent  possible 
as  a  first  source  of  transportation  between 
place    of   lodging    at    the    tempHjrary    duty 
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point  and  common  earner  rermmal.  Reim- 
bursement shall  be  allowed  tor  tips  when 
courtesy  transportation  service  is  used. 

(2)  An  agency  shall,  when  appropriate, 
restrict  the  use  of  ta.xicabs  under  paragraph 
(C)(1)  ol"  this  section  or  place  a  monetary 
limit  on  the  amount  of  laxicab  reimburse- 
ment when: 

(i)  Suitable  Government  or  common 
earner  transportation  service,  including 
airport  limousine  service,  is  available  for 
all  or  part  of  the  distance  involved:  or 
(li)  Courtesy  transponation  service  is 
provided  by  hotels/motels  between  ihe 
place  of  lodging  at  the  temporary  duty 
sue  and  the  common  earner  terminal. 

(d)  Between  residence  and  office  on  day 
travel  is  performed.  Reimbursement  may  be 
authorized  or  approved  for  the  usual  taxicab 
fares,  plus  tip.  from  the  employee's  home  to 
his/her  office  on  the  day  he/she  departs 
from  the  office  on  an  official  tnp  requinng 
at  least  one  night's  lodging  and  from  the 
office  to  his/her  home  on  the  day  he/she 
returns  to  the  office  from  the  tnp,  in  addi- 
tion to  taxi  fares  for  travel  between  office 
and  carrier  terminal. 

(e)  Between  residence  and  office  in  cases 
of  necessity.  Reimbursement  for  the  usual 
taxicab  fares  paid  by  an  employee  for  travel 
between  office  and  home  may  be  authonzed 
or  approved  incident  to  the  conduct  of  offi- 
cial business  at  an  employee's  designated 
post  of  duty  when  the  employee  is  depend- 
ent on  public  transponation  for  such  travel 
incident  to  officially  ordered  work  outside 
of  regular  working  hours  and  when  the 
travel  is  during  hours  of  infrequently  sched- 
uled public  transportation  or  darkness. 
Agencies  are  expected  to  establish  stringent 
administrative  controls  at  sufficiently  high 
levels  which  ensure  that  reimbursements  are 
authonzed  only  when  justifiable  and  when 
all  circumstances  set  forth  in  this  paragraph 
are  met. 


Part  301-2— Transportation  Allowable 

§  301-2.4  Emergency  travel  due  to  ill- 
ness or  injury  or  a  personal  emer- 
gency situation. 

Provisions  governing  reimbursement  for 
jllowable  transportation  in  connection  with 
emergency  travel  due  to  illness  or  injury  or 
a  personal  emergency  situation  are  set  forth 
in  part  301-12. 

§  301-2.5    Routing  of  travel. 

(a)  Official  necessity.  All  travel  shall  be 
by  a  usually  traveled  route.  Travel  by  other 
routes  may  be  allowed  when  the  official 
necessity  therefor  is  satisfactorily  estab- 
lished. 

(b)  Indirect-route  or  interrupted  travel. 
When  a  person  for  his/her  own  conven- 
ience travels  by  an  indirect  route  or  inter- 
rupts travel  by  direct  route,  the  extra  ex- 
pense shall  be  borne  by  him/her.  Reim- 
bursement for  expenses  shall  be  based  only 
on  such  charges  as  would  have  been  in- 
curred by  a  usually  traveled  route.  When 
transportation  requests  are  used,  they  shall 
be  issued  only  for  that  portion  of  the  ex- 
pense properly  chargeable  to  the  Govern- 
ment, and  the  employee  shall  pay  the  addi- 
tional personal  expense,  including  the  Fed- 
eral transportation  tax.  (See  §301- 
11.5(a)(3).) 

§  301-2.6    Use     of     Government- 
furnished  vehicles. 

(a)  Use  limited  to  official  purposes.  When 
a  Government-furnished  vehicle  is  used  by 
an  employee  for  official  travel,  its  use  shall 
be  limited  to  official  purposes  (31  U.S.C. 
1344  as  implemented  in  41  CFR  101-38.3) 
which  include  transportation  between  places 
where  the  employee's  presence  is  required 
incident  to  official  business:  between  such 
places  and  places  of  temporary  lodging 
when  public  transportation  is  unavailable  or 
its  use  is  impractical;  and  between  either  of 
the  above  places  and  suitable  eating  places, 
drug  stores,  barber  shops,  places  of  worship, 
cleaning  establishments,  and  similar  places 
necessary   for  the  sustenance,   comfort,   or 
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health  of  the  employee  to  foster  the  contin- 
ued efficient  performance  of  Government 
business. 

(bl  Government  driver's  identification  card. 

Under  instructions  prescribed  by  the  Office 
of  Personnel  Management,  a  Federal  em- 
ployee who  must  occasionally  use  a  Gov- 
ernment-furnished vehicle  for  official  busi- 
ness while  on  temporary  duty  away  from 
his/her  official  station  need  not  possess  a 
Standard  Form  46.  U.S.  Government  Motor 
Vehicle  Operator's  Identification  Card,  if 
he/she  holds  a  valid  State.  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, or  territorial  motor  vehicle  opera- 
tor's license  and  presents  travel  orders  spe- 
cifically authorizing  the  temporary  use  of  a 
Government-furnished  vehicle. 


(c)  Vehicle  not  available.  If  a  Govern- 
ment-furnished vehicle  is  not  available  when 
required  as  a  t'irst  resource,  a  Govemment- 
.joniract  rental  or  other  commercially 
rented  vehicle  may  be  used  provided  such 
use  IS  consistent  with  §301-2. 2(c)  and  the 
regulations  and  authorizations  of  the  em- 
ployees  agency. 

(d)  Use  of  Government  aircraft.  Agencies 
may  authonze  an  employee  to  travel  on  a 
Government  aircraft,  if  use  of  the  aircraft  is 
justified  under  provisions  of  Office  of  Man- 
agement and  Budget  (OMB)  Circular  No. 
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PART  301-7— PER  DIEM  ALLOWANCES 


Sec. 

301-7  1     General. 

301-T.2  Employee  and  agency  responsibil- 
ities. 

301-7.3     Maximum  per  diem  rates. 

301-7.4  Rate  adjustment  requests  tor 
travel  withm  CONL'S. 

301-7.5  General  rules  affecting  entitlement 
to  per  diem. 

301-7.6     Lodgings-plus  per  diem  system. 

301-7.7  Computation  rules  for  travel  of 
more  than  10  hours,  but  not  e.nceeding 
24  hours. 

301-7.8  Computation  rules  tor  travel  of 
more  than  24  hours. 

301-7.9  Lodging — location.  receipt  re- 
quirements, and  allowable  expenses. 

301-7.10  Deviation  from  lodgings-plus  per 
diem  system. 

301-7.11  Rest  stops  when  travel  outside 
CONUS  is  involved. 

301-7.12  Reductions  in  maximum  per  diem 
rates  when  appropnate. 

301-7.13     .Mixed  travel  reimbursements. 

301-7.14  Per  diem  allowance  computations 
for  special  situations. 

301-7.15  Interruptions  of  per  diem  entitle- 
ment. 

I.\uthority:  5  U  S.C.  5701-5709;  E.O.  11609.  ;-6  FR 
13747.  3  CFR.  1971 -1975  Comp..  p.  586. 

§  301-7.1    General. 

This  part  applies  worldwide  (both  within 
and  outside  CONUS)  except  as  specifically 
I    provided  in  this  part. 

(a)  Authority.  Per  diem  allowances  shall 
be  paid  as  prescnbed  in  this  part  for  official 
travel  away  from  the  official  station  (includ- 
ing travel  incident  to  a  change  of  official 
station),  except  when  actual  subsistence  ex- 
pense reimbursement  is  authonzed  or  ap- 
proved as  provided  in  part  301-8. 

(b)  Definitions.  For  purposes  of  this  part, 
the  following  definitions  apply: 


( 1 )  Calendar  day.  Calendar  day  means  the 
24-hour  penod  from  one  midnight  to  the 
next  midnight.  The  calendar  day  technically 
begins  one  second  at'ter  midnight  (retlected 
in  ihis  part  as  12;01  a.m.)  and  ends  at  12.00 
midnight. 

(2)  COAX'S.  CONUS  refers  to  the  conti- 
nental United  States,  defined  m  §  301- 
1.3(c)(6)  as  the  48  contiguous  States  and  the 
District  of  Columbia.  (See  5  U.S.C. 
5701(6).) 

(3)  Destination  rate.  Destination  rate  is  the 
rate  applicable  to  the  next  location  where 
the  employee  will  perform  temporary  duty 
or  where  the  employee  malces  an  en  route 
stopover  to  obtam  overnight  lodging. 

(4)  Locality  rates.  Locality  rates  are  maxi- 
mum per  diem  rates  prescnbed  for  specific 
localities. 

(5)  Standard  CONUS  rate.  Generally,  the 
standard  CONUS  rate  is  prescnbed  for  any 
location  withm  CONUS  that  is  not  included 
in  one  of  the  defined  localities  or  areas  for 
which  a  specific  rate  is  prescnbed  in  appen- 
dix A  of  this  chapter.  The  standard  CONUS 
rate  is  also  prescnbed  for  all  locations 
within  CONUS  when  permanent  change  of 
station  travel  is  involved. 

(6)  Per  diem  allowance.  The  per  diem 
allowance  is  a  daily  payment  instead  o( 
actual  expenses  for  lodging,  meais  and  relat- 
ed incidental  expenses  (see  paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section).  The  per  diem  allowance  is  dis- 
tinguished from  transportation  expenses  and 
other  miscellaneous  travel  expenses  as  de- 
scribed in  paragraphs  (b)(6)  (i)  and  (ii)  of 
this  section. 

(i)  Transportation  expenses.  Transportation 
expenses  include  commercial  bus,  air,  rail, 
or  vessel/steamship  fares  and  are  reimburs- 
able in  addition  to  the  per  diem  allowance 
Transportation  expenses  also  include  local 
transit  system  and  taxi  fares:  cost  of  com- 
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mercial  rental  cars  and  other  special  con- 
veyances; and  mileage  and  other  allowances 
to  cover  operating  expenses  tor  use  ot  pri- 
vately owned  conveyances,  including  tees 
tor  parking,  femes,  etc.  (See  parts  JOl-I. 
.•01-3.  and  301-4  for  governing  provisions  i 

lii)  Other  miscellaneous  travel  expenses. 
Other  miscellaneous  travel  expenses  Jre 
those  described  in  part  301-9  that  are  Ji- 
rectly  attnbutable  and  necessary  to  the 
travel  and  temporary  duty  as  authonzed 
and  performed.  When  authonzed  or  ap- 
proved by  the  agency  concerned,  these  ex- 
penses are  reimbursable  in  addition  to  the 
per  diem  allowance  and  iransponation  ex- 
penses. 

(c)  Types  of  expenses  covered  by  per  diem. 
The  per  diem  allowance  covers  all  charges, 
including  taxes  and  service  charges  where 
applicable,  for  the  following  types  of  ex- 
penses (also  referred  to  as  subsistence  ex- 
penses in  other  paru  of  this  subtitle). 

(1)  Lodging,  (i)  The  term  lodging  includes 
expenses  for  overnight  sleeping  facilities; 
baths;  personal  use  of  the  room  dunng  day- 
time: and  service  charges  for  fans,  air  condi- 
tioners, heaters,  and  fires  furnished  in  rooms 
when  such  charges  are  not  included  in  the 
room  rate. 

(ii)  The  term  lodging  does  not  include  ac- 
commodations on  airplanes,  trains,  buses,  or 
vessels.  The  cost  of  accommodations  fur- 
nished aboard  common  earners  is  included 
in  the  transportation  cost  and  is  not  consid- 
ered an  expense  covered  by  per  diem.  How- 
ever, in  determining  the  overall  cost  to  the 
Government  when  authorizing  the  mode  of 
transportation  to  be  used  (see  §  301-2.2).  the 
availability  of  these  accommodations  shall 
be  considered. 

(2)  Meals.  Expenses  for  breakfast,  lunch, 
and  dinner  and  related  tips  and  taxes  (spe- 
cifically excluded  are  alcoholic  beverage 
and  entertainment  expenses,  and  any  ex- 
penses incurred  for  other  persons). 


(3)  Incidental  expenses  covered  by  per  diem. 
n)  Fees  and  tips  to  porters,  baggage  earn- 
ers, bellhops,  hotel  maids,  stewards  or 
stewardesses  and  others  on  vessels,  and 
hotel  servants  in  foreign  countries. 

•;i)  Laundry  and  cleaning  and  pressing  of 
.iotning. 

I  lii)  Transportation  between  places  of 
joeing  or  business  and  places  where  meals 
jre  taken  except  as  provided  in  §  301-2. 3(b). 

(iv)  Telegrams  and  telephone  calls  neces- 
>arv  to  reserve  lodging  accommodations. 
I  See  part  301-6  for  allowable  telegram  and 
telephone  expenses  incurred  for  other  pur- 
poses. I 

j  301-7.2  Employee  and  agency  re- 
sponsibilities. 

a)  Employee  responsibility — (1)  Duty  to 
e.xerctse  care  in  incurring  expenses.  An  em- 
ployee traveling  on  official  business  is  ex- 
pected to  exercise  the  same  care  in  incur- 
ring expenses  that  a  prudent  person  would 
exercise  if  traveling  on  personal  business 
and  expending  personal  funds.  Excess  costs, 
circuitous  routes,  delays,  or  luxury  accom- 
modations and  services  urmecessary  or  un- 
justified in  the  performance  of  official  busi- 
ness are  not  acceptable  under  this  standard. 
Employees  will  be  responsible  for  excess 
costs  and  any  additional  expenses  incurred 
for  personal  preference  or  convenience. 
(See  §301-1. 3(a).) 

(2)  Duty  to  record  pertinent  times.  The 
date  and  hour  of  departure  from  and  arrival 
at  the  official  station  or  any  other  place  at 
which  official  travel  begins  or  ends  must  be 
shown  on  the  travel  voucher.  The  same  in- 
formation also  must  be  shown  for  points  at 
which  temporary  duty  is  performed  or  for  a 
stopover  or  official  rest  stop  location  when 
such  arrival  or  departure  affects  the  per 
diem  allowance  or  other  travel  expenses. 
Other  points  visited  should  also  be  shown, 
but  the  time  of  arrival  and  departure  need 
not  be  entered. 
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(3)  Use  of  standard  nme.  The  hours  of 
departure  and  arrival  recorded  on  the 
voucher  shall  be  those  of  the  standard  time 
in  effect  at  the  place  involved.  iSee  15 
U.S.C.  262.) 

lb)  Agency  responsibilities  for  authorizing/ 
approving  rates.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
head  of  each  agency,  or  his/her  designee,  to 
authonze  or  approve  only  those  per  diem 
allowances  that  are  justified  by  the  circum- 
stances affecting  the  travel  and  are  allow- 
able under  the  specific  rules  in  this  part. 
However,  the  per  diem  rates  provided  for 
under  these  rules  represent  the  ma.ximum 
allowable.  To  prevent  authorization  or  ap- 
proval of  per  diem  allowances  in  e.xcess  of 
amounts  required  to  meet  the  necessary  per 
diem  e.xpenses  of  official  travel,  consider- 
ation shall  be  given  to  factors  such  as  those 
listed  in  this  paragraph  that  reduce  the  nec- 
essary expenses  of  employees  (see  specific 
guidelines  in  §301-7.12  for  reducing  rates): 

(1)  Known  arrangements  or  established 
cost  expenence  at  temporary  duty  locations 
showing  that  lodging  and/or  meals  can  be 
obtained  without  cost  or  at  reduced  cost  to 
the  employee: 

(2)  Situations  in  which  special  rates  for 
accommodations  have  been  made  available 
for  a  particular  meeting,  conference,  train- 
ing or  other  temporary  duty  assignment; 

(3)  Traveler's  familianty  with  establish- 
ments providing  lodging  and  meals  at  a 
lower  cost  in  certain  localities,  particularly 
where  repetitive  travel  or  extended  stays 
are  involved; 

(4)  Modes  of  transportation  where  accom- 
modations are  provided  as  part  of  the  trans- 
portation cost:  and 

(5)  Situations  in  which  the  Government 
furnishes  lodging,  such  as  Government 
quarters  or  other  lodging  procured  for  the 
employee  by  means  of  an  agency  purchase 
order.  (See  §  30 1-7. 12(a).) 


§  301-7.3    Maximum  per  diem  rates. 

Per  diem  allowances  for  official  travel  au- 
thorized or  approved  under  this  part  shall 
be  at  daily  rates  not  in  excess  of  the  maxi- 
mum per  diem  rates  established  as  provided 
in  paragraphs  (a)  through  (c)  o\  this  section. 
Per  diem  rates  include  a  maximum  amount 
for  lodging  expenses  and  a  fixed  allowance 
for  meals  and  incidental  expenses  (M&IE). 
.Maximum  lodging  amounts  and  the  fixed 
M&IE  allowances  are  separately  reflected  in 
the  listings  of  per  diem  rates  identified  in 
paragraphs  (a)  through  (c)  of  this  section. 

(a)  Continental  United  States  (CONUS). 

The  per  diem  allowances  payable  for  offi- 
cial travel  within  CONUS  shall  not  exceed 
the  maximum  per  diem  rates  established  by 
the  Administrator  of  General  Services  and 
listed  in  appendix  A  of  this  chapter.  (See 
instructions  in  §  301-7.4  for  requesting  rate 
adjustments  within  CONUS.) 

(b)  Nonforeign  areas  outside  CONUS.  The 

per  diem  allowances  payable  for  official 
travel  in  nonforeign  areas  shall  not  exceed 
the  maximum  per  diem  rates  established  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  listed  in  Civil- 
ian Personnel  Per  Diem  Bulletins  published 
penodically  in  the  Federal  Register.  The 
term  nonforeign  areas  includes  the  States  of 
Alaska  and  Hawaii,  the  Commonwealths  of 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  Nonhem  Mariana  Is- 
lands, and  the  territories  and  possessions  of 
the  United  States.  Maximum  per  diem  rates 
for  nonforeign  areas  also  are  listed  for  con- 
venience in  section  925.  a  per  diem  supple- 
ment to  the  Standardized  Regulations  (Gov- 
ernment Civilians,  Foreign  Areas). 

(c)  Foreign  areas.  Per  diem  allowances 
payable  for  official  travel  in  foreign  areas 
shall  not  exceed  the  maximum  per  diem 
rates  established  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
and  published  in  section  925,  a  per  diem 
supplement  to  the  Standardized  Regulations 
(Government  Civilians.  Foreign  Areas).  The 
term  foreign  areas  includes  any  area  (includ- 
ing  the  Trust  Terntory  of  the  Pacific   Is- 
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lands)  situated  both  outside  CONUS  and  the 
nonforeign  areas  as  descnbed  in  paragraphs 
(a)  and  (b)  of  this  section. 

§  301-7.4    Rate  adjustment  requests  for 
travel  within  CONUS. 

(a)  Federal  agencies  may  suomit  a  reauest 
to  GSA  for  review  of  the  costs  covered  by 
per  diem  in  a  particular  city  or  area  where 
the  standard  CONUS  rate  applies  when 
travel  to  that  location  is  repetitive  or  on  a 
continuing  basis  and  travelers'  expenences 
indicate  that  the  prescribed  rate  is  inad- 
equate. Other  per  diem  localities  listed  in 
appendix  A  of  this  chapter  will  be  surveyed 
on  an  annual  basis  by  GSA  to  determine 
whether  rates  are  adequate.  Requests  for 
per  diem  rate  adjustments  shall  be  submitted 
by  the  agency  headquarters  office  to  the 
General    Services    .Administration.    Federal 

I  Supply  Service.  .Attn;  Transportation  .Man- 
agement Division  (FBX).  Washington.  DC 
20406.  .Agencies  should  designate  an  indi- 
vidual responsible  for  reviewing,  coordinat- 
ing, and  submitting  to  GSA  any  requests 
from  bureaus  or  subagencies. 

(b)  Requests  for  rate  adjustments  shall  in- 
clude a  city  designation  and  a  descnption  o: 
the  surrounding  location  involved  (county 
or  other  defined  area)  and  a  recommended 
rate  supported  by  a  statement  e.xplaining  the 
circumstances  that  cause  the  e.xisting  rate  to 
be  inadequate.  The  request  also  must  con- 
tain an  estimate  of  the  annual  number  of 
trips  to  the  location,  the  average  duration  of 
such  trips,  and  the  primary  purpose  of 
travel  to  the  locations. 

§  301-7.5    General  rule?  affecting  enti- 
tlement to  per  diem. 

(a)  No  allowance  at  offlcial  station.  A  per 
diem  allowance  shall  not  be  allowed  within 
the  limits  of  the  official  station  (see  detlni- 
tion  in  §  30I-1. 3(c)(4))  or  at.  or  within  the 
vicinity  of.  the  place  of  abode  (home)  from 
which  the  employee  commutes  daily  to  (he 
official  station.  .Agencies  may  det'ine  a 
radius  or  commuting  area  that  is  broader 


than  the  limits  of  the  otTicial  station  within 
which  per  diem  will  not  be  allowed  for 
travel  within  1  calendar  day. 

(b)  Travel  of  10  hours  or  less  (10-hour 
rule).  A  per  diem  allowance  shall  not  be 
jiiowea  when  the  period  of  official  travel  is 
iO  hours  or  less.  (This  rule  also  applies  to 
;ravei  incident  to  a  change  of  otTicial  sta- 
:ion.) 

(c)  Exception  to  10-hour  rule.  Per  diem 
shall  not  be  allowed  for  employees  who 
qualifv  for  per  diem  solely  on  the  basis  of 
working  a  nonstandard  workday  (e.g.,  four 
10-hour  days  or  any  other  compressed  or 
ile.Mble  schedule).  In  such  instances,  per 
diem  shall  not  be  allowed  for  travel  penods 
less  than  or  equal  to  the  employee's  work- 
day hours  plus  2  hours. 

'd)   Beginning  and  ending  of  entitlement. 

For  computing  per  diem  allowances,  official 
(ravel  begins  at  the  time  an  employee  leaves 
his/her  home,  office,  or  other  authorized 
point  of  departure  and  ends  when  the  trav- 
eler returns  to  his/her  home,  office,  or 
other  authonzed  point  at  the  conclusion  of 
the  trip. 

(e)  International  date  line.  In  cases  where 
the  traveler  crosses  the  international  date 
line  (180th  mendian),  the  actual  elapsed 
time  shall  be  used  to  compute  per  diem 
rather  than  calendar  days. 

§301-7.6    Lodglngs-plus       per       diem 
system. 

Per  diem  allowances  for  all  official  travel. 
including  travel  incident  to  a  change  of  offi- 
cial station,  shall  be  computed  under  the 
i.odgings-plus  per  diem  system,  except  as 
otherwise  provided  in  this  pan.  Under  this 
system,  the  per  diem  allowance  for  each 
travel  day  is  established  on  the  basis  of  the 
actual  amount  the  traveler  pays  for  lodgings 
plus  an  allowance  for  meals  and  incidental 
e.xpenses  (M&IE).  the  total  not  to  exceed 
the  applicable  maximum  per  diem  rate  for 
:he  location  concerned.  The  rules  provided 
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in  paragraphs  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section  and 

in  §§301-7.7  through  301-"  10  shall  be  ap- 
plied in  the  specific  situations  cohered 

la)    Maximum    per    diem    rates — <\)    For 

travel  wiihin  COXi'S.  Maximum  per  Jiem 
rates  prescribed  under  §301-"jia)  for 
travel  within  CONLS  are  listed  in  appendix 
A  of  this  chapter.  For  all  CONL'S  locations 
not  specifically  listed  or  encompassea  by 
the  defined  boundaries  of  a  listed  location, 
ihe  standard  maximum  per  diem  rate  (stand- 
ard CONUS  rate)  is  prescribed. 

(2)  For  travel  outside  COWS.  Maximum 
per  diem  rates  prescribed  under  §§  301- 
T.3(b)  and  301-7. 3(c)  apply  to  travel  outside 
CONUS. 

(3)  Maximum  rate  applicable  to  change  of 
official  station  travel.  The  standard  CONUS 
rate  '^hall  be  the  applicable  maximum  per 
diem  .ate  for  en  route  travel  performed  in 
CONUS  incident  to  a  change  of  official  sta- 
tion. Locality  rates  prescribed  for  locations 
outside  CONUS  will  apply  for  en  route 
travel  performed  outside  CONUS  incident 
to  a  change  of  official  station. 

(b)  Elements  of  per  diem  allowance — <!) 

Maximum  lodging  expense  allowance.  The 
maximum  per  diem  rates  include  a  maxi- 
mum amount  for  lodging  expenses.  The  em- 
ployee will  be  reimbursed  for  actual  lodging 
costs  incurred  up  to  the  applicable  maxi- 
mum amounts.  Receipts  for  lodging  are  re- 
quired as  provided  in  §  301-7. 9(b). 

(2)  Meals  and  incidental  expenses  IM&IE) 
allowance.  The  maximum  per  diem  rates  in- 
clude a  fixed  allowance  for  meals  and  for 
incidental  expenses  (M&IE  rate).  The 
M&IE  rate,  or  fraction  thereof,  is  payable 
to  the  traveler  without  itemization  of  ex- 
penses or  receipts.  For  partial  days  of 
travel,  the  M&IE  rate  shall  be  prorated  as 
provided  in  §301-7.8(e). 


§  301-7.7  Computation  rules  for  travel 
of  more  than  10  hours,  but  not  ex- 
ceeding 24  hours. 

When  the  travel  period  (entire  tnp)  for 
which  per  diem  has  been  authorized  is  24 
hours  or  less,  but  more  than  10  hours,  the 
travel  period  will  be  prorated  as  shown  in 
§  301 -7.8(e)  starting  with  the  quarter  day  in 
which  travel  begins  and  ending  with  the 
quarter  day  in  which  the  traveler  arrives  at 
home,  office,  or  other  authonzed  point 
upon  conclusion  of  the  tnp.  The  per  diem 
allowance  for  the  trip  will  be  calculated  as 
tbllows: 

(a)  Lodging  not  required.  If  lodging  is  not 
required,  the  per  diem  allowable  shall  be 
the  .M&IE  rate  applicable  to  the  location  of 
the  temporary  duty  assignment  prorated  as 
provided  in  §  301-7. 8(e).  If  more  than  one 
temporary  duty  point  is  involved,  the  per 
diem  allowance  will  be  calculated  using  the 
highest  of  the  M&IE  rates  prescnbed  for 
the  locations  where  official  business  is  per- 
formed. 

(b)  Lodging  required.  If  lodging  is  re- 
quired, the  rules  for  travel  of  more  than  24 
hours  apply. 

§  301-7.8  Computation  rules  for  travel 
of  more  than  24  hours. 

The  applicable  maximum  per  diem  rate 
for  each  calendar  day  of  travel  shall  be  de- 
termined by  the  travel  status  and  location  of 
the  employee  at  12:00  midnight  and 
whether  lodging  is  required  at  such  loca- 
tion. When  lodging  is  required,  the  applica- 
ble maximum  per  diem  rate  shall  be  the 
maximum  rate  prescribed  for  the  temporary 
duty  location,  or  a  stopover  point  where 
lodging  IS  obtained  while  en  route  to,  from, 
or  between  temporary  duty  locations  (see 
§§  301-7.9  and  301-7.6(a)(3)  for  rules  on 
lodging  location  and  maximum  per  diem 
rates  applicable  to  change  of  official  station 
travel,  respectively).  Only  one  maximum 
rate  will  be  applicable  to  a  calendar  day  or 
traction  thereof  Per  diem  for  travel  of  more 
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than  24  hours  shall  be  calculated  as  pro- 
vided in  paragraphs  (a)  through  (g)  oi"  this 
section. 

(a)  Day  travel  begins — (1)  Lodging  re- 
quired. When  lodging  is  required  on  the  aay 
travel  begins  (day  ot"  departure  t'rom  !he 
home,  office,  or  other  authorized  point),  the 
per  diem  allowable  shall  be  the  actual  cost 
of  lodging  incurred  by  the  traveler,  hmited 
to  the  applicable  maximum  lodging  allow- 
ance prescnbed  for  the  location  of  the  lodg- 
ing, plus  the  applicable  M&IE  rate  pre- 
scribed for  the  location  of  the  lodging  pro- 
rated as  provided  m  paragraph  (e)  of  this 
section. 

(2)  Lodging  not  required.  When  lodging  is 
not  required  on  the  day  travel  begins,  (day 
of  departure  from  the  home,  office,  or  other 
authonzed  point),  the  per  diem  allowable 
shall  be  the  destination  M&IE  rate  prorated 
as  provided  in  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section. 

(b)  Full  calendar  days  of  traTel— <1)  Lodg- 
ing required.  For  each  full  calendar  day  that 
the  employee  is  in  a  travel  status  and  lodg- 
ing is  required  (whether  en  route  or  at  a 
temporary  duty  location),  the  per  diem 
allowable  shall  be  the  actual  cost  of  lodging 
incurred  by  the  traveler,  limited  to  the  ap- 
plicable maximum  lodging  allowance  pre- 
scribed for  the  location  of  the  lodging,  plus 
the  applicable  M&IE  rate. 

(2)  Lodging  not  required.  For  each  full 
calendar  day  that  the  traveler  is  in  a  travel 
status  and  lodging  is  not  required  (such  as 
when  the  traveler  is  en  route  overnight  to 
the  next  temporary  duty  location),  the  per 
diem  allowance  shall  be  the  destination 
-M&IE  rate. 

(c)  Returning  firom  travels  1)  Lodging  re- 
quired. For  each  full  calendar  day  of  travel 
when  lodging  is  required  at  an  en  route 
locasion  while  the  employee  is  returning  to 
the  otTicial  station,  home,  or  other  author- 
ized point,  the  per  diem  allowable  shall  be 
the  actual  cost  of  lodging  incurred  by  the 
traveler,  limited  to  the  applicable  maximum 


lodging  allowance  prescnbed  for  the  loca- 
tion of  the  lodging,  plus  the  applicable 
M&IE  rate. 

1 2)  Lodging  not  required.  For  any  full  cal- 
endar day  of  travel  when  lodging  is  not 
requirea  while  the  traveler  is  en  route  over- 
nignt  returning  to  the  official  station,  home, 
or  other  authonzed  point,  the  per  diem 
allowable  shall  be  the  M&IE  rate  applicable 
to  the  preceding  calendar  day. 

(3)  Day  travel  ends.  For  the  day  travel 
ends  (day  traveler  returns  to  the  official  sta- 
tion, home,  or  other  authonzed  point)  the 
per  diem  allowable  shall  be  the  .M&IE  rate 
applicable  to  the  preceding  calendar  day 
prorated  as  provided  in  paragraph  (e)  of  this 
section. 

(d)  Travel  incident  to  a  change  of  official 
station^  1)  En  route  travel  to  new  official 
station.  The  rules  in  §301-7.8  (a)  and  (b) 
apply  when  computing  per  diem  allowances 
for  en  route  travel  (24  hours  or  less  and  24 
hours  or  more)  to  a  new  official  station  (see 
pan  302-2).  The  M&IE  rate  applicable  to 
the  new  official  station  on  the  day  of  amval 
at  that  location,  or  the  standard  CONUS 
M&IE  rate,  as  appropnate.  will  be  prorated 
as  provided  in  paragraph  (e)  of  this  section. 
When  travel  begins  and  ends  on  the  same 
day.  the  rule  in  paragraph  (a)(2)  of  this  sec- 
tion will  apply  and  the  M&IE  rate  applica- 
ble to  the  new  official  station,  or  the  stand- 
ard CONUS  M&IE  rate,  as  appropnate, 
will  also  be  prorated  as  provided  in  para- 
graph (e)  of  this  section. 

(2)  Travel  to  seek  residence  quarters.  The 
rules  in  §  301-7.8  (a)  through  (c)  apply 
when  computing  per  diem  for  travel  to  seek 
residence  quaners  (see  pan  302-4-). 

(e)  .Method  of  prorating  .M&IE  rate  for 
partial  days.  The  applicable  M&IE  rate  for 
a  partial  day  of  travel  shall  be  prorated 
using  the  following  table.  In  computing  the 
per  diem  allowance  for  a  partial  day.  the 
calendar  day  (midnight  to  midnight)  shall  be 
the  unit.  For  each  6-hour  period  (or  fraction 
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thereof  at  the  beginning  or  end  ot  a  partial 
travel  day)  that  the  employee  is  in  a  travel 
status  on  that  day.  one-fourth  of  the  applica- 
ble M&IE  rate  shall  be  allowed.  A  quarter 
day.  although  reflected  here  as  beginning 
one  minute  after  the  hour,  technically 
begins  one  second  after  the  stated  hour 

First  quarter 12:01  a.m.  -  06:00  a.m. 

Second  quaner 06:01  a.m.  -  12.00  noon 

Third  quarter 12:01  p.m.  •  06:00  p.m. 

Founh  quaner 06:01  p.m.  -  12:00 

midnight 

(0  Lodging  obtained  after  midnigfat.  .\1- 
though  per  diem  generally  is  based  on  the 
employee's  location  at  midnight,  there  will 
be  instances  in  which  he/she  is  en  route  and 
does  not  arnve  at  the  lodging  location 
(either  temporary  duty  location  or  en  route 
stopover  point)  until  after  midnight.  In  such 
cases,  the  lodging  shall  be  claimed  for  the 
preceding  calendar  day  and  the  applicable 
maximum  per  diem  for  the  preceding  day 
will  be  determined  as  if  the  employee  had 
been  at  the  lodging  location  at  12:00  mid- 
night of  that  day. 

(g)  Commercial  vessel.  For  vessel  travel, 
except  for  the  day  of  arrival  on  board  (day 
of  embarkation)  and  the  day  of  depanure 
from  the  vessel  (day  of  debarkation),  the 
allowable  per  diem  rate  will  be  S6  per  day. 
When  the  S6  rate  is  not  sufTicient  to  meet 
the  traveler's  per  diem  expenses,  a  per  diem 
rate  equal  to  the  anticipated  expenses,  not  to 
exceed  $9  per  day,  may  be  authorized  or 
approved;  except  that  the  rate  for  travel  by 
the  Alaska  Ferry  System  shall  not  exceed 
the  standard  M&IE  rate  for  CONUS.  Per 
diem  will  be  computed  under  the  lodgings- 
plus  system  on  the  days  of  embarkation  and 
debarkation. 

§  301-7.9    Lodging— location,    receipt 
requirements,    and    allowable    ex- 
penses. 

(a)  Lodging  location  rules^l)  Lodging  at 
temporary  duty  location.   It  is  presumed  that 


§  301-7.9 


the  employee  will  obtain  lodging  at  the  tem- 
porary duty  location.  However,  if  the  em- 
ployee obtains  lodging  away  from  or  out- 
side the  temporary  duty  location  because  of 
personal  preference  or  convenience,  the 
allowable  per  diem  shall  be  limited  to  the 
maximum  per  diem  rate  prescnbed  for  the 
temporary  duty  location. 

(2)  Lodging  not  available  at  temporary  duty 
location.  In  certain  circumstances,  lodging 
accommodations  may  not  be  available  at  the 
temporary  duty  location  and  the  employee 
must  obtam  lodging  in  an  adjacent  locality 
where  the  prescribed  maximum  per  diem 
rate  is  higher  than  the  maximum  per  diem 
rate  for  the  location  of  the  temporary  duty 
point.  In  siich  instances,  the  agency  may 
make  an  administrative  determination  on  an 
individual  case  basis  to  authorize  or  approve 
the  higher  maximum  per  diem  rate.  If  the 
higher  maximum  rate  is  not  justified  and 
authorized  in  advance,  the  employee  must 
furnish  a  statement  with  the  travel  voucher 
satisfactorily  explaining  the  circumstances 
that  caused  him/her  to  obtain  lodging  in  an 
area  other  than  at  the  temporary  duty  point 
designated  in  the  travel  authorization. 

(b)  Receipt  requirements.  Receipts  shall  be 
required  to  support  all  lodging  costs  for 
which  an  allowance  is  claimed  under  the 
lodgings-plus  per  diem  system  except  that  a 
statement  instead  of  a  receipt  may  be  ac- 
cepted for  the  fee  or  service  charge  in- 
curred for  the  use  of  Government  quarters. 
Receipts  are  not  required  when  a  specific  or 
reduced  rate  has  been  authorized  in  advance 
of  the  travel  as  provided  in  §§  301-7.10  and 
301-7.12. 

(I)  Double  occupancy.  If  the  lodging  re- 
ceipt shows  a  charge  for  double  occupancy, 
such  fact  shall  be  shown  on  the  travel 
voucher  with  the  name,  and  employing 
agency  or  office,  of  the  person  sharing  the 
room  if  such  person  is  a  Government  em- 
ployee on  official  travel.  One-half  of  the 
double  occupancy  charge  shall  be  allowable 
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for  each  employee.  If  the  person  sharing  the 
room  IS  not  another  Government  employee 
on  otTicial  travel,  identification  of  the 
person  sharing  the  room  is  not  required  and 
the  employee  may  be  allowed  the  sineie 
room  rate. 

(2)  Receipts  lost  or  impractical  to  oOiain.  If 
receipts  have  been  lost  or  destroyed  or  are 
impractical  to  obtain,  a  statement  acceptable 
to  the  agency  explaining  the  circumstances 
shall  be  furnished  with  the  travel  voucher, 
including  the  name  and  address  of  the  lodg- 
ing facility,  the  dates  the  lodgmg  was  oo- 
tained.  and  the  cost  incurred.  .Agencies  may 
require  employees  to  obtain  copies  of  lost  or 
destroyed  receipts  from  the  lodging  estab- 
lishment. (See  also  §  301-1 1.3(d).) 

(c)  Allowable  lodging  expenses.  As  pro- 
vided in  §  301-7. 6(b)(n,  the  traveler  will  be 
reimbursed  only  for  his/her  actual  cost  of 
lodging  up  to  the  maximum  amount.  Ex- 
penses incurred  in  the  situations  descnbed  in 
paragraphs  (c)  (1)  through  (5)  of  this  section 
will  be  allowed  as  lodgmg  expenses: 

(1)  Conventional  lodging.  When  an  em- 
ployee uses  conventional  lodging  facilities 
(hotels,  motels,  boarding  houses,  etc.),  the 
allowable  lodging  expense  will  be  based  on 
the  single  room  rate  for  the  lodging  used 
(for  double  occupancy,  see  paragraph  (b)(1) 
of  this  section).  (See  §  301-7. 14(a)  for  com- 
puting daily  lodging  expense  when  lodging 
is  rented  on  a  weekly  or  monthly  basis.) 

(2)  Government  quarters.  A  fee  or  service 
charge  paid  for  the  use  of  Government 
quarters  is  an  allowable  lodging  expense. 

(3)  Lodging  with  friends  or  relatives.  When 
the  employee  obtains  lodging  from  friends 
or  relatives  (including  members  of  the  im- 
mediate family)  with  or  without  charge,  no 
part  of  the  per  diem  allowance  wall  be  al- 
lowed for  lodging  unless  the  host  actually 
incurs  additional  costs  in  accommodating 
the  traveler.  In  such  instances,  the  addi- 
tional costs  substantiated  by  the  employee 
and   determined   to   be    reasonable   bv    the 


agency  may  be  allowed  as  a  lodging  ex- 
pense. Neither  costs  based  on  room  rates  for 
comparable  conventional  lodging  in  the  area 
nor  tlat  "token"  amounts  will  be  considered 
IS  reasonable. 

■I)  Lodging  m  nonconventional  facilities. 
When  no  conventional  lodging  facilities  are 
present  (e.g.,  in  remote  areas)  or  when  there 
,s  a  bhonage  of  rooms  because  of  an  influx 
oi  attendees  at  special  events  (e.g.,  world's 
fairs  or  international  sports  events),  costs  of 
odging  obtained  m  nonconventional  facili- 
ties may  be  allowed.  Such  facilities  may  in- 
clude college  dormitones  or  similar  facilities 
and  rooms  generally  not  offered  commer- 
.'laily  that  are  made  available  to  the  public 
by  area  residents  in  their  homes.  In  such 
cases,  the  traveler  must  provide  an  explana- 
tion of  the  circumstances  which  is  accept- 
able to  the  agency. 

(5)  Use  of  travel  trailer  or  camping  vehicle 
for  lodgings.  .\  per  diem  allowance  for  lodg- 
ing may  be  allowed  when  the  traveler  uses 
a  travel  trailer  or  camping  vehicle  while  on 
temporary  duty  assignments  away  from  his/ 
her  official  station.  (See  §301-7. 14(b)  for 
per  diem  compuutions  in  such  situations.) 

§301-7.10    Deviation     from     lodgings- 
plus  per  diem  system. 

An  agency  may  determine  that  the  lodg- 
mgs-plus  per  diem  system  as  prescnbed  in 
this  section  is  not  appropriate  for  certain 
travel  assignment  situations,  such  as  when 
quaners  or  meals,  or  both,  are  provided  at 
no  cost  or  at  a  nominal  cost  by  the  Govern- 
ment or  when  for  some  other  reason  the  per 
diem  costs  to  be  incurred  by  the  employee 
can  be  determined  in  advance.  (For  exam- 
ple, see  situations  descnbed  in  §§301-7.12 
and  301-7.14.)  In  such  instances,  a  specific 
per  diem  rate  may  be  established  within  the 
maximum  per  diem  otherwise  applicable  to 
the  travel  situation  and  any  appropriate  re- 
ductions made  in  accordance  with  §  SOl- 
'.IZ.  provided  the  exception  from  the  lodg- 
ings-plus  per  diem  system  and  the  specific 
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per  diem  rate  arc  authorized  in  advance  on 
the  travel  authorization  by  an  appropnatc 
official  of  the  agency  concerned.  Such  spe- 
cific per  diem  rate  authonzed  on  the  travel 
authorization  shall  be  the  per  diem  rate  pay- 
able on  the  travel  voucher  without  receipts 
and/or  itemization  by  the  employee. 

§301-7.11    Rest  Stops  when  travel  out- 
Sid*  CONUS  Is  Involved. 

(a)  When  travel  is  direct  between  author- 
ized origin  and  destination  points  which  are 
separated  by  several  time  zones  and  either 
the  origin  or  destination  point  is  outside 
CO>fUS,  a  rest  penod  not  in  excess  of  24 
hours  may  be  authorized  or  approved  when 
air  travel  between  the  two  pomts  is  by  less- 
than-premium-class  accommodations  and 
the  scheduled  flight  time,  including  stop- 
overs, exceeds  14  hours  by  a  direct  or  usu- 
ally traveled  route. 

(b)  The  rest  stop  may  be  authonzed  at 
any  intermediate  point,  including  pomts 
within  CONUS,  provided  the  pomt  is 
midway  in  the  journey  or  as  near  to 
midway  as  requirements  for  use  of  U.S.  flag 
air  carriers  and  carrier  scheduling  permit. 

(c)  A  rest  stop  shall  not  be  authonzed 
when  an  employee,  for  personal  conven- 
ience, elects  to  travel  by  an  indirect  route 
resulting  in  excess  travel  time. 

(d)  The  per  diem  rate  for  the  rest  stop 
shall  be  the  rate  applicable  for  the  rest  stop 
location. 

(e)  When  carrier  schedules  or  the  require- 
ments for  use  of  U.S.  flag  air  carriers  pre- 
clude an  intermediate  rest  stop,  or  a  rest 
stop  is  not  authorized,  it  is  recommended 
that  the  employee  be  scheduled  to  amve  at 
the  temporary  duty  point  with  sufficient 
time  to  allow  a  reasonable  rest  penod 
before  reporting  for  duty.  (See  §  301-3.6  for 
guidelines  on  the  use  of  U.S.  flag  carriers.) 


Amendrnwrt  10:  S-13-90 
Effective:  12-01-M 


§  301-7.12    Reductions  In  maxinujm  per 
dlem  rates  when  spproprtate. 

An  agency  may,  in  individual  cases  or 
situations,  authorize  a  reduced  per  diem  rate 
under  certam  circumstances,  such  as  when 
lodgmgs  and/or  meals  are  obtamed  by  the 
employee  at  a  reduced  cost  or  furnished  to 
the  employee  at  no  cost  or  a  nominal  cost 
by  the  Government;  or  when  for  some 
other  reason  the  per  diem  costs  to  be  in- 
curred by  the  employee  can  be  determined 
in  advance.  In  exercising  its  responsibtUties 
outlined  in  §  301-7.2(b),  the  agency  should 
consider  any  known  factors  that  will  cause 
the  traveler's  per  diem  expenses  in  a  specific 
situation  to  be  less  than  the  appUcable  maxi- 
mum rates  prescribed  under  §  301-7.3.  If  it 
can  be  determined  in  advance  of  the  travel 
that  such  factors  are  present,  the  agency 
should  authorize  a  reduced  rate  that  is  com- 
mensurate with  the  known  expense  levels. 
Such  reduced  rate  authorized  on  the  travel 
authorization  shall  be  the  per  diem  rate  pay- 
able on  the  travel  voucher  without  receipts 
and/or  itemization  by  the  employee.  When 
reduced  rate  situations  involve  partial  days, 
per  diem  for  such  days  may  be  the  reduced 
rate  prorated  by  quarters,  a  special  reduced 
rate  prescribed  for  the  partial  days,  or  an 
amount  determined  under  the  lodgings-plus 
system,  as  considered  appropriate  by  the 
agency.  Guidelines  for  reducing  rates  and 
situations  where  reduced  rates  may  be  ap- 
propriate include  but  are  not  limitrd  to 
those  provided  in  paragraphs  (a)  through 
(d)  of  this  section. 

(a)  Wbcn  lodgingi/iiMals  are  ftmiabed  by 
the  GoTemmeBt— <1)  Lodgings  furnished. 
Normally  when  all  or  part  of  the  lodging  is 
furnished  at  no  cost  or  at  a  nominal  cost  to 
the  employee  by  the  Government,  the  lodg- 
ings-plus per  diem  system  automatically  re- 
duces the  fnjTimiim  per  diem  rate  to  the 
M&IE  rate  (or  fraction  thereoO.  When 
lodging  is  furnished  at  no  cost  to  the  em- 
ployee through  use  of  an  agency  purchase 
order,  the  agency  shall  not  authorize  or  ap- 
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prove  a  per  diem  allowance  for  other  per 
diem  expenses  that  will,  when  combined 
with  the  cost  of  lodging  furnished,  exceed 
the  applicable  maximum  per  diem  rate  pre- 
scribed under  §  301-7.3. 

(2)  Meals  furnished.   When  ail  or  pan  ot 
the  meals  are  furnished  at  no  cost  or  at  a 
noimnal  cost  to  the  employee  by  the  Fed- 
eral Government,  the  applicable  maximum 
per  diem  rate  or  the  M&IE  rate,  as  appro- 
priate, shall  be  reduced  to  a  daily  amount 
commensurate  with  the  expenses  expected 
to  be  incurred  by  the  employee.   If  a  re- 
duced per  diem  rate  was  not  authorized  in 
advance  of  the  travel  and  meals  were  fur- 
nished at  no  cost  or  at  a  nominal  cost  by  the 
Federal   Government,   the  appropriate   de- 
duction prescribed  in  paragraph  (aX2)  (i)  or 
(ii)  of  this  section  shall  be  made  from  the 
total    per    diem    payable    on    the    travel 
voucher.  If  there  is  a  charge  for  the  meal 
for  which  a  deduction  has  been  made  under 
this  paragraph,  remibursement  shall  be  al- 
lowed for  the  amount  paid,  not  to  exceed 
the  amount  allocated  for  the  meal  in  para- 
graph (aX2)  (i)  or  (ii)  of  this  section.  The 
total  amount  of  the  deductions  made  on  par- 
tial days  shall  not  cause  the  employee  to 
receive  less  than  the  amount  allocated  for 
incidental  expenses. 

(i)  CONUS  locations.  The  applicable 
M&LE  rate  for  CONUS  locations  shall  be 
reduced  by  the  dollar  amount  shown  in  the 
following  table  when  meals  are  furnished  to 
the  employee  without  charge  or  at  a  nomi- 
nal cost  (see  paragraph  (aX2)  of  this  section) 
by  the  Federal  Government 


MAIE  RATES 

$26 

S30 

S34     1 

S38 

Rmkfnt  

$} 

S6 

$7i 

S8 

Lunch 

5 

6 

71 

g 

Dinner 

14 

16 

18  1 

20 

tnridoniji 

2 

2 

21 

1 

2 

(ii)  Outside  CONUS  locations.  The  M&IE 
rates  for  localities  in  both  nonforeign  and 
foreign  areas  shall  be  reduced  by  the  appli- 
cable dollar  amount  shown  m  appendix  B  of 
this  chapter  when  meals  are  furnished  to  the 
employee  without  charge  or  at  a  nominal 
cost  (see  paragraph  (aK2)  of  this  section)  by 
the  Federal  Government. 

lb)  Extended  stays.  When  travel  assign- 
ments involve  extended  periods  at  tempo- 
rary duty  locations  and  travelers  are  able  to 
secure  lodging  and/or  meals  at  lower  costs 
e.g.,  weekly  or  monthly  rentals),  the  per 
diem  rate  should  be  reduced  accordingly.  If 
the  extended  temporary  duty  is  for  training, 
see  paragraph  (d)  of  this  section.  (See  also 
§  301-7.14  for  allowable  expenses  in  special 
situations.) 

(c)  Meetings  and  conTentions.  In  the  inter- 
est of  uniform  treatment  of  employees, 
whenever  a  meeting  or  conference  is  ar- 
ranged which  will  involve  the  travel  of 
attendees  from  other  agencies  or  compo- 
nents of  the  same  agency,  and  reduced  cost 
lodging  accommodations  have  been  prear- 
ranged at  the  meeting  or  conference  site, 
the  agency  or  agencies  sponsoring  the  meet- 
ing or  conference  shall  recommend  to  the 
other  participating  agencies  or  components 
a  per  diem  allowance  that  would  be  reason- 
able. 

(d)  Per  diem  for  extended  trainiag  siiigB. 
ments.  (1)  The  Government  Employees 
Training  Act  (5  U.S.C.  4101^118)  author- 
izes agencies  to  pay  all  or  a  part  of  the  per 
diem  expenses  of  an  employee  a«ign«^  to 
traiiung  at  a  temporary  duty  station.  Imple- 
menting regulations  prescribed  by  the  Office 
of  Personnel  Management  (OPM)  in  5  CFR 
410.603  provide  specific  guidelines  for  pay- 
ment of  per  diem  expenses  for  employees  on 
extended  training  assignments  of  more  than 
30  calendar  days  at  temporary  duty  loca- 
tions. 

(2)  Generally  the  OPM  guidelines  require 
a  reduced  per  diem  of  not  more  than  SS 
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percent  of  the  applicable  maximum  per 
diem  rate  prescnbed  m  this  regulation  (see 
§301-7.3).  Per  diem  above  these  ie\eis  mot 
to  exceed  the  maximum  per  diem  rates) 
must  be  justified.  Agencies  shall  rerer  to  the 
OPM  guidelines  in  5  CFR  410.603  for  spe- 
cific cntena  to  determine  the  appropriate 
per  diem.  Guidelines  also  are  published  by 
OPM  in  the  Federal  Personnel  Manual, 
chapter  410,  section  6-3. 

§  301-7.13    Mixed      travel      reimburse- 
ments. 

Mixed  travel  occurs  when  official  travel 
within  a  single  tnp  is  subject  to  payment  of 
per  diem  under  the  lodgings-plus  system 
and  an  actual  expense  allowance  under  the 
actual  expense  system.  Reimbursement  will 
be  computed  under  only  one  system  for 
each  calendar  day  except  when  the  provi- 
sions of  §301-8.2(b)  or  301-8.3(ai(2)(ii) 
apply.  When  actual  subsistence  expense  re- 
imbursement for  certain  travel  days  is  inter- 
mittent with  the  per  diem  method  for 
others,  the  rules  in  §  301-8.6  govern. 

§  301-7.14    Per  diem  allowance  compu- 
tations for  special  situations. 

(a)  Per  diem  for  weekly  or  monthly  rent- 
als—(1)  Types  of  expenses  included  in  lodging 
costs.  When  an  employee  rents  a  room. 
apaninent,  house,  or  other  lodging  incident 
to  a  temporary  duty  assignment,  the  follow- 
ing expenses  may  be  considered  pan  of  the 
lodging  cost:  the  rental  cost;  if  unfurnished, 
the  rental  cost  of  appropriate  and  necessary 
furniture  and  appliances,  such  as  a  stove, 
refrigerator,  chairs,  tables,  bed.  sofa,  televi- 
sion, and  vacuum  cleaner;  cost  of  connec- 
tion, use.  and  disconnection  of  utilities:  cost 
of  reasonable  maid  fee  and  cleaning  charges: 
monthly  telephone  use  fee  (does  not  include 
installation  and  long-distance  calls):  and,  if 
ordinarily  included  in  the  pnce  of  a  hotel  or 
motel  room  in  the  area  concerned,  the  cost 
of  special  user  fees,  such  as  cable  T\' 
charges  and  plug-in  charges  for  automobile 
head  bolt  heaters. 


(2)  Computation  of  daily  lodging  costs. 
When  the  employee  obtains  lodging  on  a 
weekly  or  monthly  rental  basis,  the  daily 
lodging  cost  shall  be  computed  by  dividing 
the  total  lodging  cost  for  the  expenses  listed 
in  paragraph  (a)(1)  of  this  section  by  the 
number  of  days  the  accommodations  are 
actually  occupied,  provided  that  the  em- 
ployee acts  prudently  in  renting  by  the 
week  or  month,  and  that  the  cost  to  the 
Government  does  not  exceed  the  cost  of 
renting  conventional  lodging  at  a  daily  rate. 
Otherwise  the  daily  lodging  cost  shall  be 
computed  by  dividing  by  the  number  of 
days  in  the  rental  penod;  e.g.,  7  or  30  days, 
as  appropnate. 

(3)  Per  diem  allowable,  (i)  Under  the  lodg- 
ings-plus system,  the  allowable  per  diem 
consists  of  the  daily  lodging  cost  calculated 
under  paragraph  (aK2)  of  this  section  plus 
the  applicable  M&IE  rate  not  to  exceed  the 
maximum  per  diem  rate  prescribed  for  the 
location  involved. 

(ii)  When  a  reduced  per  diem  rate  is 
being  established  (see  §  301-7.12)  in  advance 
of  the  travel,  the  daily  lodging  cost  calcu- 
lated in  paragraph  (aX2)  of  this  section  shall 
be  added  to  the  amount  determined  by  the 
agency  to  be  necessary  for  meals  and  inci- 
dental expenses. 

(b)  Per  diem  allowances  for  use  of  a  recre- 
ational vehicle  for  lodging.  The  term  recre- 
ational vehicle  includes  mobile  homes,  camp- 
ers, camping  trailers,  or  self-propelled 
mobile  recreational  vehicles. 

(1)  Privately  owned— {\)  Lodging  costs 
When  an  employee  uses  a  privately  owned 
camping  or  recreational  vehicle  while  on 
official  travel,  allowable  expenses  which 
may  be  considered  as  a  lodging  cost  include 
parking  fees;  fees  for  connection,  use,  and 
disconnection  of  utilities  (electricity,  gas. 
water,  and  sewage):  bath  or  shower  fees, 
and  dumping  fees.  Depreciation  shall  not  be 
considered  as  a  lodging  cost. 
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(li)  \teals  and  incidental  expenses.  The 
aeency  shall  determine  an  appropriate 
amount  for  meals  and  incidental  expenses 
based  on  whether  the  type  ot  recreational 
\ehicle  used  by  the  employee  has  meal 
^'reparation  lacilities.  Suc.t  amount  -nail  .ot 
:;xceed  the  applicable  M&IE  rate. 

(ml  Per  diem  compuianon.  TTie  daily  ioae- 
mg  costs  plus  an  appropnate  rate  tor  meais 
and  incidental  expenses  determined  unaer 
paragraph  (b)(lKii)  of  this  section  shall  be 
the  per  diem  rate,  limited  to  the  applicable 
maximum  rate  prescribed  under  §301-"i 
for  the  locality  involved.  An  agency  may 
authonze  a  reduced  per  diem  rate  withm 
the  applicable  maximum  per  diem  rate  if  the 
actual  costs  expected  to  be  incurred  can  be 
determined  in  advance  of  the  travel. 

(2)  Rented  recreational  vehicle.  When  the 
use  of  a  rented  recreational  vehicle  is  au- 
thorized or  approved  as  advantageous  to 
the  Government,  the  rental  fee  and  the 
allowable  expenses  shown  in  paragraph 
(b)(l)(i)  of  this  section  may  be  considered  as 
lodging  costs.  Advantageous  use  might 
occur  when  the  employee  is  on  an  extended 
temporary  duty  assignment  in  a  remote  area 
or  where  conventional  lodging  facilities  are 
limited  or  not  available.  If  use  of  a  rented 
recreational  vehicle  is  not  authorized  or  ap- 
proved as  advantageous,  only  those  ex- 
penses listed  in  paragraph  (bKDd)  of  this 
section  may  be  considered  as  lodging  costs. 

(c)  Per  diem  computations  when  temporary 
duty  is  curtailed,  canceled,  or  interrupted  for 
official  purposes.  When  an  employee  has 
made  advance  arrangements  for  lodging 
(such  as  those  described  in  paragraph  (a)  or 
(b)  of  this  section),  with  reasonable  expecta- 
tion of  the  travel  assignment  being  com- 
pleted as  ordered  or  directed,  and  subse- 
quently the  temporary  duty  assignment  is 
curtailed,  canceled,  or  interrupted  for  offi- 
cial purposes,  or  for  other  reasons  beyond 
the  employee's  control  that  are  acceptable 
to  the  agency,  lodging  costs  may  be  calcu- 
lated and  paid  as  follows: 


( 1 )  Travel  assignment  curtailed  or  inter- 
rupted. When  the  temporary  duty  assign- 
ment IS  curtailed  or  interrupted  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  Government  or  for  other  reasons 
beyond  the  employee's  control  and  the  em- 
ployee IS  unable  to  obtain  a  refund  of  pre- 
paid rent,  e.xpenses  incurred  for  unused 
lodging  may  be  reimbursed  under  the  fol- 
lowing conditions: 

(i)  Determination  of  reasonableness.  The 
agency  must  determine  that  the  employee 
acted  reasonably  and  prudently  in  incurnng 
allowable  lodging  expenses  pursuant  to  tem- 
porary duty  travel  orders.  Included  in  this 
determination  should  be  a  consideration  of 
whether  the  employee  sought  to  obtain  a 
refund  of  the  prepaid  lodging  cost  or  other- 
wise look  steps  to  minimize  the  costs  once 
the  temporary  duty  was  officially  cunailed 
or  interrupted. 

(ii)  .Adjusted  calculation  and  reimbursement 
of  lodging  costs.  If  the  agency  determines 
that  the  employee  acted  reasonably,  the 
unused  f)ortion  of  the  prepaid  lodging  cost 
may  be  reimbursed  as  follows; 

(.A)  The  daily  lodging  costs  for  the  period 
covered  by  the  voucher  shall  be  calculated 
by  dividing  the  total  cost  for  the  rental 
penod  by  the  number  of  days  of  actual  oc- 
cupancy. The  total  of  the  lodging  costs  thus 
calculated  plus  the  appropnate  daily  amount 
authorized  for  meals  and  incidental  expenses 
may  be  reimbursed  not  to  exceed  the  per 
diem  rate  authonzed  in  the  employee's 
travel  orders  for  the  days  that  the  lodging 
was  occupied. 

(B>  If  the  authorized  per  diem  rate  is  in- 
sufficient for  the  days  of  occupancy,  the 
daily  lodging  cost  calculated  in  paragraph 
(c)(l)(iiKA)  of  this  section  plus  the  amount 
authonzed  for  meals  and  incidental  expenses 
may  be  reimbursed  on  an  actual  expense 
basis  not  to  e.xceed  appropnate  maximum 
daily  rates  determined  as  provided  in  §  301- 
3.3. 
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(C)  The  excess  amount  (if  any)  of  the 
unrefunded  lodging  cost  not  reimbursed 
under  paragraph  (cKlKiiKB)  of  this  section 
may  be  paid  as  a  miscellaneous  travel  ex- 
pense incident  to  the  travel  assignment,  if 
otherwise  proper. 

(D)  In  instances  where  the  travel  assign- 
ment was  interrupted  for  official  purposes 
(e.g.,  when  the  employee  is  directed  to  per- 
form temporary  duty  at  another  location), 
allowable  per  diem  expenses  (if  any)  in- 
curred dunng  the  interruption  may  be  reim- 
bursed separately  from  those  reimburse- 
ments outlined  in  paragraphs  (c)(l)(ii)  (A) 
through  (C)  of  this  section,  if  otherwise 
proper  and  in  conformance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  this  pan. 

(2)  Travel  assignment  canceled.  When  the 
employee  incurs  lodging  expenses  m  reason- 
able expectation  of  a  travel  assignment 
bemg  completed  as  ordered  or  directed,  and 
due  to  a  change  in  travel  orders  the  travel 
assignment  is  canceled  before  its  commence- 
ment, the  prepaid  lodging  expenses  may  be 
reimbursed  as  a  miscellaneous  travel  ex- 
pense provided  the  amounts  are  reasonable 
and  the  conditions  in  paragraph  (c)(lKi)  of 
this  section  are  met. 

(3)  Forfeited  rental  deposits.  If,  in  situa- 
tions described  in  paragraphs  (c)  (1)  and  (2) 
of  this  section,  the  employee  was  required 
by  the  terms  of  a  lease  or  rental  agreement 
to  pay  a  rental  deposit  and  all  or  part  of  the 
deposit  is  forfeited  to  cover  unpaid  lodging 
costs,  the  amount  of  the  forfeited  deposit 
may  be  reimbursed  as  a  miscellaneous  travel 
expense  provided  the  conditions  in  para- 
graph (cKlKi)  of  this  section  are  met.  Reim- 
bursement for  deposits  forfeited  for  damages 
to  lodging  accommodations  shall  not  be  al- 
lowed. 

(d)  Per  diem  while  aboard  GoTemment 
vessel.  For  temporary  duty  aboard  Govern- 
ment vessels  where  meals  and  lodgings  are 
furnished  at  no  cost  or  at  a  reduced  cost, 
agencies  shall  prescribe  an  appropnate  per 


diem  rate  within  the  provisions  of  this  part. 
The  term  Government  vessel  includes  vessels 
owned  and  operated,  leased  and  operated, 
or  chartered  by  the  Government 

§  301-7,15    Interruptions   of   per   diem 
entitlement 

For  purposes  of  this  section,  the  term 
place  of  abode  means  the  place  from  which 
the  employee  commutes  daily  to  the  official 
sution. 

(a)  Leave  and  nonworlcdays— <1)  General 
Leave  of  absence  (other  than  as  provided  in 
paragraph  (d)  of  this  section)  for  one-half, 
or  less,  of  the  prescribed  daily  working 
hours  shall  be  disregarded  for  per  diem  pur- 
poses. Where  the  leave  is  more  than  one- 
half  of  the  prescribed  daily  working  hours, 
no  per  diem  shall  be  allowed  for  that  day. 

(2)  Nonworkdays.  Legal  Federal  Govern- 
ment holidays  and  weekends  or  other  sched- 
uled nonworkdays  are  considered 
nonworkdays.  Employees  are  considered  to 
be  in  a  per  diem  sutus  on  nonworkdays 
except  when  they  return  to  their  oflicial 
station  or  place  of  abode  (see  paragraph  (b) 
of  this  section),  or  except  under  conditions 
stated  in  paragraphs  (aX2)  (i)  and  (ii)  of  this 
section. 

(i)  Leave  before  and  after  nonworkdays.  Per 
diem  shall  not  be  paid  for  nonworkdays 
when: 

(A)  Employees  are  in  a  leave  status  at  the 
end  of  the  workday  before  the 
nonworkdays  and  at  the  beginning  of  the 
workday  following  the  nonworkdays,  and 

(B)  The  period  of  leave  on  either  of  those 
days  is  more  than  one-half  of  the  prescribed 
working  hours  for  that  day. 

(ii)  Leave  between  nonworkdays.  Per  diem 
shall  not  be  paid  for  more  than  two 
nonworkdays  in  cases  where  leave  of  ab- 
sence is  taken  for  all  of  the  prescribed 
working  hours  between  the  nonworkdays. 

(b)  Retnm  to  official  station  for 
nonworkdays — (1)    Required    return— official 
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business.  An  employee  who  is  required  by 
appropnate  agency  officials  to  return  to  his/ 
her  official  station  for  the  nonworkdays  to 
perform  official  business  or  because  it  is 
otherwise  advantageous  to  the  Government 
shall  be  allowed  the  round-tnp  transporta- 
tion expenses  and  per  diem  for  the  en  route 
travel. 

(2)  Authorized  return — substantial  cost  sav- 
ings. An  agency  may  authorize  per  diem 
and  transportation  expenses  to  an  employee 
to  return  home  for  nonworkdays  where  a 
significant  cost  savings  will  be  achieved. 
Travel  time  shall  be  scheduled  within  the 
employee's  duty  hours  to  the  extent  practi- 
cable. The  cost  of  lost  productivity  attnbut- 
able  to  the  duty  hours  involved  in  traveling 
to  and  from  the  employee's  residence  for 
nonworkdays  shall  be  considered  in  deter- 
mining the  cost  savings. 

(3)  Authorized  return  incident  to  extended 
temporary  duty.  Employees  who  are  re- 
quired to  routinely  perform  extended  pen- 
ods  of  temporary  duty  may,  at  agency  dis- 
cretion and  within  the  limits  of  appropria- 
tions available  for  payment  of  travel  ex- 
penses, be  authonzed  round-trip  transpona- 
tion  expenses  and  per  diem  en  route  for 
periodic  return  travel  to  their  official  sta- 
tions or  places  of  abode  for  nonworkdays. 
Agencies  are  cautioned  that  this  authonty  is 
to  be  used  with  the  utmost  discretion  and 
consideration  of  the  length  and  purpose  of 
the  temporary  duty  assignments  and  the  dis- 
tance of  the  return  travel.  The  periodic 
return  travel  may  be  authorized  if  the  con- 
ditions specified  in  paragraphs  (bX3)  (i)  and 
(ii)  of  this  section  are  met. 

(i)  The  head  of  the  agency  or  his/her 
designee  has  determined,  based  on  an  appro- 
priate cost  analysis,  that  the  costs  of  peri- 
odic weekend  return  travel  (including  the 
costs  of  potential  overtime,  if  applicable)  are 
outweighed  by  savings  in  terms  of  increased 
employee  efficiency  and  productivity,  as 
well  as  reduced  costs  of  recruitment  and 
retention  of  employees.   This  cost  analysis 


shall  be  conducted  no  less  frequently  than 
every  other  year. 

(ii)  Return  travel  for  nonworkdays  au- 
thonzed under  these  provisions  constitutes 
an  exception  to  the  directive  on  scheduling 
o\  travel  contained  in  5  U.S.C.  6101(b)(2) 
and  therefore  should  be  performed  outside 
the  employee's  regularly  scheduled  duty 
hours  or  dunng  penods  of  authonzed  leave. 
However,  in  the  case  of  employees  not 
exempt  from  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act 
overtime  provisions,  consideration  should  be 
given  to  scheduling  the  authonzed  travel  to 
minimize  payment  of  ovenime,  including 
scheduling  of  travel  during  regularly  sched- 
uled duty  hours  when  necessary.  (See  Office 
of  Personnel  Management  regulations  for 
further  guideUnes  covering  overtime  during 
travel.) 

(4)  Voluntary  return.  When  an  employee 
voluntanly  returns  to  his/her  official  station 
or  place  of  abode  for  nonworkdays,  the 
maximum  reimbursement  for  the  roiud-trip 
transportation  and  per  diem  en  route  shall 
be  limited  to  the  per  diem  allowance  and 
travel  expenses  which  would  have  been  al- 
lowed had  the  employee  remained  at  the 
temporary  duty  station.  TTie  employee  shall 
perform  any  such  voluntary  return  travel 
during  nonduty  hours  or  penods  of  author- 
ized leave. 

(c)  Indirect  route  or  interrupted  traveL  If 
there  is  an  interruption  of  travel  or  devi- 
ation from  the  direct  route  resulting  in 
excess  travel  time  because  of  an  employee's 
personal  preference  or  convenience  or 
through  the  taking  of  leave,  the  per  diem 
allowed  shall  not  exceed  that  which  would 
have  been  allowed  on  uiunterrupted  travel 
by  a  direct  or  usually  traveled  route  except 
as  provided  in  part  301-12  for  certain  emer- 
gency travel  situations.  (See  §§  301-2.5, 
30l-7.2(a)(2),  and  301-1 1.5(a)(3).) 

(d)  Illneu  or  injury  or  a  personal  emer- 
gency situation.  Provisions  govermng  per 
diem  allowable  for  emergency  travel  per- 
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FEDERAL  TRAVEL  REGULATION 

Chapter  301— Tnive<  Allowanc—  $  301-7.15 

formed  due  to  an  employee's  incapaciuting       emergency  situation,  as  well  as  the  continu- 
illness  or  injury  or  because  of  a  personal       ation  of  per  diem  due  to  incapacitatmg  ill- 
ness or  injury  of  the  employee,  are  found  in 
part  301-12. 


AfiMndnwnt  10:  S-13-90 

Effective:  12-01-90  7-15 
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19)  In  preparation  for  this  hearing,  the  committee  requested  the  travel  records 
of  certain  employees.  One  of  the  individuals  we  reviewed  had  been  given 
unlimited  travel  authority  while  serving  as  a  temporary  consultant  to  the 
agency.  The  consultant  had  turned  in  thousands  of  dollars  worth  of  travel 
vouchers  for  reimbursement  without  providing  any  documentation 
whatsoever  as  to  what  his  trips  were  for  or  how  they  served  GAO's  needs. 
These  vouchers  were  nonetheless  paid. 

Will  you  explain  how  GAO's  travel  policies  would  permit  reimbursement 
for  trips  with  no  documented  purpose?  If  GAO  was  reviewing  an 
executive  agency's  travel  files  and  found  this  type  of  payment  activity, 
how  would  GAO  react? 

In  September  of  1990  we  recruited  an  individual  from  outside  GAO  to  serve  as  a 
full  time  adviser  to  the  Comptroller  General  on  the  agency's  audit  and  evaluation 
work.   We  understand  the  question  to  be  directed  at  this  individual's  travel. 

At  the  time  the  individual  was  hired,  blanket  travel  orders  were  issued  to  a 
number  of  GAO  employees  in  a  variety  of  circumstances,  and  one  was  issued  to 
and  used  by  the  new  adviser  to  the  Comptroller  General.   A  year  and  a  half  later 
Price  Waterhouse,  GAO's  outside  auditors,  expressed  concern  about  our  use  of 
blanket  travel  orders  because  they  eliminated  the  need  for  advance  supervisory 
approval  of  individual  trips  and  therefore  made  it  more  difficult  to  assure 
adequate  internal  control  over  employee  travel. 

In  response  to  this  concern  we  terminated  virtucdly  all  use  of  blanket  travel 
orders  in  the  spring  of  1992,  including  the  use  of  blanket  orders  by  the  adviser  to 
the  Comptroller  General.   Since  that  time,  separate  travel  orders  have  been 
issued  for  each  trip  by  this  individual  and  approved  in  advance  by  a  senior  official 
of  the  agency.   Because  of  the  Committee's  concerns  we  have  reviewed  the  records 
of  all  official  travel  by  this  individual  as  a  GAO  employee  and  beheve  that  every 
trip  contributed  to  accomplishment  of  the  agency's  mission. 

If,  during  the  review  of  the  travel  practices  of  an  executive  agency,  we  learned 
that  it  was  using  blanket  travel  orders  we  would  be  concerned  about  the  internal 
control  risks  created  by  that  practice.   Our  reaction  would  depend  on  the 
circumstances,  but  we  would  likely  recommend  that  the  agency  halt  the  use  of 
blanket  orders  for  the  same  reasons  that  we  have  done  so. 

20)  In  September  of  1991,  GAO  hired  a  Dr.  Oscar  Barbarin  of  Ann  Arbor, 
Michigan  to  serve  as  a  psychologist  and  group  therapist  for  your  Budget 
Office.  Dr.  Barbarin  travels  from  Ann  Arbor  to  Washington  once  a  month  to 
conduct  his  therapy  sessions.  To  date,  he  has  been  paid  $25,600  for  his 
services  and  another  $10,200  in  travel  expenses.  Please  explain  why  GAO 
needs  the  services  of  a  psychologist  to  coordinate  its  budget  office?  And 
assiuning  a  group  therapist  vilal,  why  has  the  agency  hired  one  from  Ann 
Arbor  to  service  a  Washington  office? 
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Dr.  Oscar  Barbarin  was  first  selected  as  an  organizational  development  consultant  in 
1977.   GAO  brought  him  in  to  help  managers  and  staff  work  through  some 
organizational  and  human  resource  management  issues  in  its  Office  of  Financiad 
Management.   At  that  time,  Dr.  Barbarin  resided  in  the  Washington  D.C.  area. 

During  the  summer  of  1991,  GAO's  Office  of  Budget  became  the  site  of  considerable 
tension  and  high  stress,  partly  due  to  serious  interpersonal  problems  among  several 
staff  and  supervisors.   Management  decided  it  would  be  advisable  to  bring  in  an 
"outsider"  to  help  resolve  the  problems.   Because  of  his  earUer  work  in  the  Office  of 
Financial  Management,  Dr.  Barbarin  was  considered  the  ideal  candidate.   In  addition 
to  his  academic  and  professional  credentials,  Dr.  Barbarin  has  extensive  experience  in 
dealing  with  issues  relating  to  cultural  diversity  in  the  workplace-issues  which 
seemed  to  be  at  play  in  the  Budget  Office. 

During  the  1980's,  Dr.  Barbarin  moved  to  Michigan.   When  GAO  considered  the  need 
for  a  consultant  in  the  Office  of  Budget  in  1991,  we  reasoned  that  any  additional 
transportation  costs  would  be  offset  by  the  advantages  gained  from  his  knowledge  of 
GAO  and  the  fact  that  GAO  managers  had  confidence  in  his  abihties. 

21)  In  his  testimony,  Senator  Bond  expressed  strong  criticism  of  GAO's  report  on 
use  of  the  Missouri  River  Basin.  Please  provide  GAO's  response  to  those 
allegations. 

Senator  Bond  criticized  both  a  conclusion  and  the  adequacy  of  the  methodology  we 
used  in  arriving  at  that  conclusion  in  our  January  27,  1992  report,  Water  Resources: 
Corps'  Management  of  Ongoing  Drought  in  the  Missouri  River  Basin  (GAO/RCED-92- 
4).   Senator  Bond  had  raised  similar  concerns  about  this  report  at  a  February  7,  1992, 
hearing  before  the  Subcommittee  on  the  Legislative  Branch,  Senate  Committee  on 
Appropriations.  At  that  hearing,  we  agreed  to  address  his  concerns,  and  did  so  in 
letters  dated  February  11  and  12,  and  March  26,  1992.   Copies  are  enclosed  for  the 
record. 

Our  study  found  that  the  Corps'  drought  contingency  plan  for  the  Missouri  River 
basin  (1)  was  based  on  assumptions  about  the  amount  of  water  needed  for  navigation 
and  irrigation  made  in  1944  that  were  no  longer  valid  and  (2)  did  not  reflect  the 
current  economic  conditions  in  the  basin,  including  the  extent  to  which  the  reservoirs 
have  generated  recreation  industries  that  provide  significant  economic  benefits  to 
their  host  states.   However,  the  Corps  believed--on  the  basis  of  its  interpretation  of 
the  authorizing  legislation--that  even  though  recreation  is  an  authorized  project 
purpose,  it  must  continue  to  relegate  recreation  to  a  secondary,  lower  priority  than 
other  authorized  purposes  unless  it  obtains  congressional  approval  to  do  otherwise. 

Our  report  concluded,  among  other  things,  that  there  appeared  to  be  no  appropriate 
basis  for  the  Corps'  view  that  recreation  must  be  relegated  to  a  lower  priority  than 
other  authorized  project  purposes.   In  commenting  on  a  draft  of  the  report.  Corps 
officials  disagreed  with  this  conclusion.  However,  in  responding  to  a  lawsuit  filed  by 
the  upper  basin  states  of  Montana  and  North  and  South  Dakota,  the  Corps 
subsequently  agreed  to  consider  all  authorized  purposes  equally  in  its  ongoing 
comprehensive  study  of  its  operation  of  the  Missouri  River  reservoir  S5rstem,  and  the 
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The  CompiroUer  Genenl 
of  the  Unltad  States 

D.C 


February  11,  1992 


The  Honorable  Christopher  S.  Bond 
United  States  Senate 

Dear  Senator  Bond: 

At  a  February  7,  1992,  hearing  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
Legislative  Branch,  Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations,  we 
agreed  to  address  certain  questions  you  had  regarding  our 
January  27,  1992,  report  Water  Resources:   Corps'  Management 
of  Ongoing  Drought  in  the  Missouri  River  Basin  (GAO/RCED-92- 
4).   Specifically,  you  asked  us  to  (1)  explain  our  rationale 
for  issuing  this  report  when  an  issue  In  the  report  was 
pending  before  a  court,  (2)  identify  the  offices,  firms,  and 
individuals  we  contacted  in  Missouri  and  states  along  the 
lower  portion  of  the  Missouri  River,  (3)  provide  information 
we  considered  in  discussing  the  economic  impacts  of  t'he 
drought  in  these  states,  (4)  provide  the  information  we  used 
for  the  estimate  of  tonnage  of  goods  commercially 
transported  on  the  Missouri  River  annually,  and  (5)  explain 
our  rationale  for  not  obtaining  official  agency  comments  on 
the  report. 

This  response  was  prepared  in  consultation  with  the  GAO 
officials  most  familiar  with  the  work  in  question  as  well  as 
with  some  senior  GAO  officials  who  were  not  directly 
involved,  and  it  reflects  the  best  information  available  at 
this  time  on  the  Issues  you  raised  at  last  Friday's 
appropriation  hearing.   In  view  of  the  seriousness  of  the 
concerns  you  and  others  have  expressed  about  the  manner  in 
which  this  work  was  performed  and  about  the  adequacy  of  our 
report,  I  have  directed  an  independent  review  of  the  issues 
by  one  of  my  senior  managers,  who  had  no  direct  involvement 
In  the  assignment. 

Before  responding  to  your  specific  questions,  I  would  like 
to  provide  some  background  on  the  objectives,  scope,  and 
methodology  of  our  study  to  put  our  work  and  findings  in 
proper  perspective.   Our  report  was  prepared  at  the  request 
of  the  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Water  and  Power, 
Senate  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources,  and 
Representative  Byron  L.  Dorgan.   On  the  basis  of  the 
requesters'  letter  to  us  and  subsequent  discussions  with 
their  offices,  we  (1)  reviewed  whether  in  1988,  1989,  and 
1990  the  Corps  followed  a  drought  contingency  plan  and 
whether  the  plan  reduced  the  amount  of  water  released  and 
.(2)  identified  how  the  Corps  set  operating  priorities  for 
the  plan.   To  address  the  first  objective,  we  obtained  data 
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for  the  3-year  period  from  the  Corps'  Missouri  River 
Automated  Data  System  and  compared  the  release  rates  for  the 
period  with  the  range  of  average  release  rates  for  the  10- 
year  period  1978  to  1987.   We  also  obtained  information  on 
the  drought's  impact  on  all  the  Missouri  River  reservoir 
system's  authorized  purposes  by  interviewing  state  officials 
in  Montana,  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  Iowa,  Kansas,  and 
Missouri,  as  well  as  individuals  with  interests  in  the 
recreation  and  navigation  industries. 

To  address  the  objective  concerning  the  Corps'  operating 
priorities,  we  reviewed  Corps  policies  and  procedures  and 
the  Missouri  River  Division's  Master  Manual,  and  interviewed 
Corps  officials  responsible  for  operation  of  the  Missouri 
River  reservoir  system.   Our  work  on  this  objective  raised 
guestions  about  the  appropriateness  of  the  Corps'  policy  of 
categorizing  authorized  project  purposes  as  either  primary 
or  secondary.   In  our  view,  a  full  and  independent 
assessment  of  the  objective  we  were  asked  to  address 
required  that  we  review  thoroughly  the  basis  for  the  Corps' 
policy.   Pursuing  those  issues  necessary  to  provide  such  an 
assessment  is  a  part  of  our  normal  operating  procedures. 

The  following  responds  to  your  specific  questions. 

Question  1;   What  is  GAO's  rationale  for  issuing  the  report 
when  an  issue  in  the  report  was  pending  before  a  court? 

Response;   When  anticipated  work  involves  issues  that  have 
progressed  into  litigation  or  are  being  considered  for 
litigation,  we  make  every  effort  to  understand  the 
implications  of  our  continued  involvement  in  the  issues  in 
reaching  a  decision  on  whether  or  not  to  continue  our  work. 
In  any  event,  we  recognize  that  the  information  in  our 
reports  on  issues  in  litigation  represent  only  our  views  on 
the  particular  issues,  and  that  ultimately,  only  the  court 
has  the  power  to  dispose  of  these  issues. 

In  this  particular  case,  the  lawsuit  was  filed  in  February 
1991,  more  than  1  year  after  we  began  our  work.   By  then,  we 
had  done  extensive  work  on  the  Corps'  practice  of 
categorizing  project  purposes  as  primary  or  secondary,  and 
had  determined  that  the  Corps  had  established  an  operating 
policy  requiring  this  practice  for  ail  of  its  reservoir 
projects  nationwide.   In  this  regard,  the  Corps  was  in  the 
process  of  revising  its  Master  Manual  for  the  Missouri  River 
reservoir  system,  and  expected  to  follow  this  policy  absent 
any  further  direction  from  the  Congress.   We  believed  that 
our  report  would  be  of  use  to  the  Congress  by  providing  a 
full  discussion  of  the  issues  and  would  offer  the  Congress 
the  opportunity  to  provide  further  guidance  to  the  Corps  on 
the  appropriateness  of  its  policy  of  categorizing  authorized 
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project  purposes  as  primary  or  secondary  should  the  Congress 
so  desire. 

Question  2:   What  offices,  firms,  and  individuals  did  we 
contact  in  Missouri  and  states  along  the  lower  portion  of 
the  Missouri  River? 

Response:   We  held  interviews  with  parties  in  Missouri, 
Iowa,  and  Kansas.   Nebraska  declined  our  request  for 
interviews  on  the  advice  of  legal  counsel.   The  results  of 
these  contacts  are  discussed  on  pages  22  to  28  of  our 
report.   In  Missouri,  we  held  interviews  with  the  Missouri 
Division  of  Tourism,  Department  of  Conservation,  and 
Department  of  Transportation.   We  also  talked  with  officials 
from  two  barge  operating  companies  and  the  River  Industry 
Executive  Task  Force  in  St.  Louis.   The  Missouri  Attorney 
General's  office  decided  not  to  meet  with  us  on  the  basis 
that  it  would  not  be  able  to  provide  more  information  than 
other  State  of  Missouri  departments  had  provided  to  us .   A 
list  of  our  contacts  in  the  three  states  is  enclosed.   We 
also  made  similar  contacts  in  Montana,  North  Dakota,  and 
South  Dakota  and  would  be  glad  to  provide  a  list  of  these 
contacts  if  desired. 

Question  3;   What  information  did  we  consider  in  determining 
the  economic  impacts  of  the  drought  in  these  states? 

Response:   It  was  not  a  principal  purpose  of  our  work  to 
determine  what  the  economic  impacts  of  the  drought  were  on 
individual  states  or  how  changes  in  operating  priorities 
would  affect  various  states.   As  we  discussed  in  the  report, 
however,  our  work  clearly  showed  that  the  drought  had 
adverse  impacts  on  all  project  purposes  except  flood 
control. 

In  carrying  out  our  work,  we  asked  the  individuals  and 
entities  we  contacted  to  provide  us  with  studies  on  drought 
impacts.   They  could  not  provide  any  studies  on  the  overall 
impact  of  the  drought  on  the  Missouri  River  Basin.   They 
did,  however,  provide  other  studies,  which  we  considered  in 
preparing  our  report.   For  example,  we  used  a  November  19  90 
study  entitled  Impact  of  Reduced  Missouri  River  Waterflow  on 
Inland  Barae  Transportation.   From  that  study,  we  calculated 
the  estimated  gross  revenues  for  barge  companies  for  1988, 
described  on  page  30  of  our  report. 

The  particular  study  you  mentioned  at  the  hearing  regarding 
the  impact  on  Missouri  agriculture  of  reduced  waterflow  on 
the  Missouri  River,  dated  June  1991,  was  brought  to  our 
attention  by  the  Corps  during  an  exit  conference  for  this 
review  in  November  1991.   The  report  estimated  the  projected 
impact  on  net  farm  income  in  Missouri  from  a  complete  loss 
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of  navigation  on  the  Missouri  River.  We  did  not  include 
this  study  in  our  report  because  the  scope  of  our  work  was 
limited  to  the  drought's  impacts  in  1988,  1989,  and  1990 
rather  than  impacts  in  the  future.  We  believe,  however, 
that  this  information  should  be  used  by  the  Corps  in  its 
ongoing  update  of  the  Master  Manual. 

In  this  regard,  we  concluded  that  the  Corps  should  be 
setting  operating  priorities  on  the  basis  of  its  review  of 
the  economic,  environmental,  social,  and  other  benefits  to 
be  derived  from  all  authorized  purposes.   As  discussed 
above,  the  Corps  is  now  preparing  an  update  of  its  Master 
Manual  and  plans  to  complete  the  study  in  early  1993. 

Question  4:   What  information  did  we  use  to  estimate  the 
tonnage  of  goods  commercially  transported  on  the  Missouri 
River  annually? 

Response:   At  the  hearing,  you  mentioned  that  the  Corps  had 
estimated  in  1950  that  the  tonnage  would  be  4  million  or  5 
million  tons  annually,  rather  than  the  12  million  tons 
discussed  in  our  report.   The  12  million  tonnage  figure  we 
used  in  our  report  was  contained  in  documents  the  Cor^  - 
supplied  to  the  Congress  as  part  of  its  justification  fdr 
the  Missouri  River  Basin  system  which  the  Congress  approved 
in  1944.   The  Corps'  Chifef  of  Engineers  said  the  assumptions 
included  in  these  documents  were  inherent  in  the  Master 
Manual  and  the  Corps'  operation  of  the  Missouri  River 
reservoir  system.   In  this  regard,  the  principal  point  we 
make  in  our  report  is  that  the  Corps'  assumptions  about  the 
demand  for  water,  including  its  assumptions  about  the 
tonnage  of  goods  transported  annually  on  the  Missouri  River, 
are  no  longer  valid.   As  stated  in  our  report,  the 
commercial  transportation  of  goods  peaked  in  1977  at  3.3 
million  tons  and  had  declined  to  2.2  million  tons  in  1988. 

Regarding  the  4  million  to  5  million  tonnage  figure  you  used 
at  the  hearing, -our  inquiries  of  Corps  officials  since  the 
hearing  reveal  the  existence  of  a  Corps  document  prepared  in 
1950,  but  not  furnished  to  us  in  our  review,  which  estimated 
that  commercial  tonnage  could  reach  5  million  tons  by  1980. 
As  stated  above,  however,  tonnage  never  reached  that  level. 

Question  5;   What  is  GAG' s  rationale  for  not  obtaining 
official  agency  comments  on  the  report? 

Response;   It  is  our  general  policy  to  provide  agencies  and 
other  affected  parties  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
facts  disclosed  by  our  work  and  the  implications  that  flow 
from  them.   However,  if  a  congressional  requester 
specifically  asks  that  we  issue  a  product  without  obtaining 
comments,  then  we  honor  the  request.   Even  when  we  do  not 
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obtain  official  agency  conunents,  we  hold  exit  conferences 
with  agency  officials  to  provide  assurance  on  the 
correctness  of  the  information  contained  in  our  products . 

The  requesters  for  this  particular  review  asked  that  we  not 
obtain  official  agency  conunents,  and  we  complied  with  their 
wishes.   However,  before  we  finalized  our  report,  we 
followed  our  standard  audit  practice  of  holding  exit 
conferences  with  Corps  officials  in  the  Missouri  River 
Division  in  Omaha,  Nebraska,  and  at  Washington  headquarters 
to  obtain  their  agreement  as  to  the  accuracy  of  the 
information  contained  in  our  report.   As  stated  in  our 
report,  while  the  officials  generally  agreed  with  the  facts, 
they  did  not  agree  with  our  view  regarding  a  change  in 
operating  priority  for  recreation  without  congressional 
approval.   Because  of  the  pending  litigation,  we  also 
discussed  the  report  with  a  representative  of  the  Justice 
Department  involved  in  the  litigation. 


In  summary,  we  recognize  that  the  issue  of  how  the  Corps 
sets  operating  priorities  for  its  multipurpose  reserypir 
projects  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  controversial. 
The  report  reflects  our  expectation  that  the  Corps  will  not 
change  its  policy  absent  congressional  direction. 
Therefore,  the  matter  is  ultimately  a  policy  decision  for 
the  Congress  regarding  the  desirability  of  changes  designed 
to  maximize  the  benefits  of  all  authorized  purposes  of  the 
Missouri  River  reservoir  system  as  well  as  other  Corps  water 
projects  nationwide. 

We  hope  that  the  information  provided  in  this  letter  helps 
to  clarify  the  questions  you  raised  during  the  hearing  about 
our  report  on  the  Corps'  management  of  the  Missouri  River 
reservoir  system.   I  would  be  pleased  to  meet  with  you  to 
discuss  the  results  of  our  independent  review  of  the  issues 
as  soon  as  it  is  completed  along  with  any  other  concerns  you 
may  have.   A  copy  of  this  letter  is  being  provided  to  the 
Subcommittee  Chairman  for  inclusion  in  the  hearing  record. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Charles  A.  Bowsher 
Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States 
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ENCLOSURE  ENCLOSURE 


STATE  OFFICES.  FIRMS.  AND  INDIVIDUAL.'; 

CONTACTED  BY  GAP 

IN  MISSOURI.  IOWA.  AND  KAN.^A.^ 


MISSOURI 


Division  of  Tourism 

Department  of  Conservation 

Department  of  Transportation 

Blaske  Marine,  St.  Louis 

Phoenix  Towing,  St.  Louis 

Chairman,  River  Industry  Executive  Task  Force,  St.  Louis 


IOWA 


Governor's  Chief  of  Staff 

Office  of  the  Attorney  General 

Department  of  Transportation 

Department  of  Tourism 

Utilities  Board 

Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Transportation  Professor,  Iowa  State  University 


KANSAS 


Department  of  Wildlife  and  Parks 
Water  Office 


NEBRASKA 


Scheduled  interviews  with  the  Game  and  Parks  Commission  and 
the  Department  of  Water  Resources  were  canceled  on  advice  of 
counsel  for  the  State. 
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GAO 


United  Scales 

Genermi  Accounting  Office 

Wuhington.  DC.  20948 


Reaomces.  Community,  ukI 
Economic  Development  DlvUion 


February  12,  1992 


The  Honorable  Christopher  S.  Bond 
United  States  Senate 

Dear  Senator  Bond: 

As  you  requested  on  February  11,  1992,  we  are  providing  the 
names  of  the  individuals  we  contacted  in  Missouri,  Montana, 
North  Dakota,  and  South  Dakota.   We  have  also  listed  their 
titles,  the  location(s)  of  the  contact(s),  and  the  date.(s) 
we  contacted  them. 

So  that  you  can  have  information  on  all  the  states  we 
visited,  we  have  also  included  the  same  information  for  the 
individuals  we  spoke  with  in  Iowa  and  Kansas. 

If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  information,  please 
call  James  Duffus  III,  Director,  Natural  Resources 
Management  Issues,  on  (202)  275-7756.   We  are  providing  a 
copy  of  this  letter,  with  the  enclosure,  to  the  Chairman, 
Subcommittee  on  Legislative  Branch,  Senate  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  for  inclusion  in  the  hearing  record. 

Sincerely  yours. 


J.  Dexter  Pe« 

Assistant  Comptroller ^General 

Enclosure 
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ENCLOSLRE 


MISSOURI 


Location  of 

Date(s)  of 

Entity 

Name  of  Contact 

Title 

Contact 

Contact       1 

Division  of 

Ms.  Marjorie  Beender 

Director 

Jefferson  City. 

9/28/90        1 

Tourism 

Missoun 

Mr.  Dean  Brooks 

Media  Coordinator 

Jefferson  City, 
Missouri 

9/28/90 

Depanment  of 

Mr.  Norman  P.  Stucky 

Environmental 

Jefferson  City, 

9'28,9() 

Conservation 

Coordinator 

Missoun 

Highway  and 

Mr.  Walt  Vanderlicht 

Assistant  Chief 

Jefferson  City, 

11,2.90 

Transportation 

Engineer 

Missouri 

Department 

Mr.  Mel  Sundermeyer 

Director  of 
Transponation, 
Aviation-Railroad- 
Transit- Waterways 

Jefferson  City, 
Missouri 

1 1/1'90 

Mr.  Jack  Hynes 

Administrator  for 
Railroad  and 
Waterways 

Jefferson  City, 
Missouri 

11/2/90 

Blaske  Marine 

Mr.  Roger  H.  Blaske 

President,  Blaske 

(via  telephone) 

8/16/90 

Manne,  Inc. 

Alton.  Illinois^ 

10/30/90 

Phoenix 

Mr.  Donald  C. 

Executive  Vice- 

Clayton,  Missouri' 

10/30/90 

Towing  Corp. 

Huffman 

President,  Phoenix 
Towing  Company 

River  Industry 

Mr.  Norb  Whitlock 

Chairman,  River 

St.  Louis,  Missouri 

11/01,90 

Executive  Task 

Industry  Executive 

Force 

Task  Force;  Seruor 

Vice  President  of 
the  American 
Commercial  Barge 
Lin-i  Company 

^Both  locations  are  within  the  greater  metropolitan  St.  Louis,  Missouri  area. 
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ENCLOSLRE 


MONTANA 


Entity 

Name  of  Conuct 

Title 

Location  of 
Contact 

Date($)  of 
Conuct 

Department  of 
Fish,  Wildlife, 
and  Parks 

Mr.  Don  Hyyppa 

Special  Assistant  to 
the  Director  for 
Recreation 

Helena,  Montana 

9/18/90 

Department  of 
Highways 

Mr.  Thomas  Barnard 

Chief  Engineer, 

Engineering 

Division 

Helena,  Montana 

9/18/90 

1 

Depanment  of 

Natural 

Resources  and 

Conservation 

Ms.  Karen  Barclay 
Mr.  Gerhard  Knudsen 

Mr.  Greg  Ames 

Director 

Supervisor,  Water 
Planning  Section 

Supervisor, 

Hydrosciences 

Section 

Helena,  Montana 
Helena.  Montana 

Helena,  Montana 

9/18/90 
9/18/90 

9/18/90 

Department  of 
Commerce 

Ms.  Sandra  Guedes 

Director  of  Tourism 

Helena,  Montana 

9/17/90 

Montana 
Water 
Resources 
Association 

Ms.  Jo  Brutmer 

Executive  Secretary 

(via  telephone) 

9/18/90 

Western  Area 

Power 

Administration 

Mr.  Steven  F. 
Schweitzer 

Mr.  Bob  Riehl 

Deputy  Area 
Manager,  Billings 
Area  Office 

Public  Utilities 
Specialist,  OfGce  of 
Power  Marketing, 
Billings  Area  Office 

Billings,  Montana 
(via  telephone) 
Billings,  Montana 
(via  telephone) 

9/17/90 
5/31/91        1 
9/17/90 
6/24/91 
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ENCLOSURE 


NORTH  DAKOTA 


Entity 

Name  of  Contact 

Title 

Location  of 
Contact 

Oaie(s)  of 
Contact 

State  Attorney 

General's 

Office 

Mr.  Pat  Stevens 

Attorney 

Bismarck,  North 
Dakota 

6/29/90 

State  Water 
Commission 

Mr.  Dave 
Sprynczynatyk 

Mr.  Todd  Sando 
Mr.  Craig  Odenbach 

State  Engineer 

Chief,  Investigations 
Section 

Water  Resource 
Engineer 

Bismarck,  North 
Dakota 

Bismarck,  North 
Dakota 

Bismarck,  North 
Dakota 

6/26/90 
6/26/90 
6/29/90 

Game  and  Fish 
Department 

Mr.  Lloyd  Jones 

Director 

Bismarck,  North 
Dakota 

6/25/90 

Parks  and 

Recreation 

Department 

Mr.  Doug  Eiken 

Director 

Bismarck.  Nonh 
Dakota 

6/26/90 

Tourism 
Division 

Mr.  Tracy  Potter 

Assistant  Director 

Bismarck,  North 
Dakota 

6/26/90 

City  Auditor, 
Parshail 

Mr.  Loren  Hoffman 

City  Auditor 

Parshail,  Nonh 
Dakota 

6/28/90 

Emmons 
County  Water 
Resources 
Board 

Mr.  Glenn  McCrory 

Board  Member  and 
Private  Irrigator 

Bismarck,  Norih 
Dakota 

6/29/90 
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ENCLOSURE 


SOUTH  DAKOTA 


Location  of 

Date(s)  of 

Entity 

Name  of  Contact 

Title 

Conuct 

Contact 

Attorney 

Mr.  John  Guhin 

Assistant  Attorney 

Pierre,  South 

7/17/90 

General's 

General 

Dakota 

Office 

Game,  Fish. 

Mr.  Doug  Hofer 

Director, 

Pierre,  South 

7/18/90 

and  Parks 

Department  of 
Parks  and 
Recreation 

Dakota 

Mr.  John  Kirk 

Inter-agency 
Coordinator 

Pierre,  South 
Dakota 

7/18/90 

Mr.  Dennis  Unkenholz 

Missouri  River 
Fisheries 
Coordinator, 
Wildlife  Division 

Pierre,  South 
Dakota 

7/18/90 

Mr.  Robert  Hanten 

Fisheries  Staff 
Specialist 

Pierre,  South 
Dakota 

7/18/90 

Department  of 

Ms.  Dee  Dee  Raap 

Operations 

Pierre,  South 

7/16/90 

Tourism 

Manager 

Dakota 

Department  of 

Mr.  Mark  E.  Steichen 

Director,  Division 

Pierre,  South 

7/17/90 

Water  and 

of  Water  Resources 

Dakota 

Natural 

Management 

Resources 

,' 

Mr.  Greg  Powell 

Natural  Resources 
Engineer.  Division 

Pierre,  South 
Dakota 

7/17/90 

-        ,-.-            --     r. 

of  Water  Resources 
Management 

Mr.  Dehhn  D.  Brosz 

Hydrologist- 

Pierre,  South 

7/17/90 

Engineer.  Division 

Dakota 

of  Water  Rights 

South  Dakota 

Mr.  Ron  Holstecn 

Executive  Director 

Pierre,  South 

7/16/90 

Rural  Electric 

Dakota 

Association 

South  Dakota 

Ms.  EUen  Lee 

Executive  Director, 

Pierre,  South 

7/18/90 

Chamber  of 

Pierre  Area  Office 

Dakota 

Commerce 

. 
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ENCLOSURE 


IOWA 


Entity 

Name  of  Contact 

Title 

Location  of 
Conuct 

Dateis)  of 
Conuct 

Governor's 
Chief  of  Statf 

Mr.  Allen  Thorns 

Chief  of  Staff 

Des  Moines,  Iowa 

9/17/90 

Office  of  the 

Attorney 

General 

Ms.  Eliza  Ovrom 
Mr.  Mike  Smith 

Assistant  Attorney 
General 

Assistant  Attorney 
General 

Des  Moines,  Iowa 
Des  Moines,  Iowa 

9/17/90 
11/15/90 

Department  of 
Transportation 

Ms.  Shirley  Andre 
Mr.  James  Hall 

Director,  Bureau  of 
Policy  and 
Information 

Policy  Analyst, 
Bureau  of  Policy 
and  Information 

Des  Moines,  Iowa 
Des  Moines,  Iowa 

11/15/90 
11/15/90 

Utilities  Board 

Mr.  William  H.  Smith, 
Jr. 

Director 

Des  Moines,  Iowa 

9/17/90 
11/15/90 

Department  of 

Natural 

Resources 

Mr.  J.  Edward  Brown 

Water  Coordinator 

Des  Moines,  Iowa 

9/17/90 
11/15/90 

Transponation 
Professor 

Dr.  Phillip  Baumel 

Professor 

Iowa  State 
University,  Ames, 
Iowa 

11/14/90 
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KANSAS 


Entity 

Name  of  Contact 

Title 

Locatioa  of 
Contact 

Date(s)  of 
Conuct 

Depanment  of 
Wildlife  and 
Parks 

Mr.  Robert  L.  Meinen 
Mr.  Steve  Adams 

Secretary  of  the 
Department 

Aquatic  Ecologist 

Topeka,  Kansas 
Topeka,  Kansas 

9/7/90 
9/7/90 

Water  Office 

Mr.  Thomas  C  Stiles 
Mr.  Joseph  F.  Harkins 

Water  Resource 
Manager 

Director 

Topeka,  Kansas 
Topeka.  Kansas 

9/7/90 
9/7/90 
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CompaoUer  G«nenl 
of  tte  United  Statea 

TiiMhIiii  IT"  ""-* 


March  26,    1992 


Th«  Honorable  Christophar  S.  Bond 
United  Stataa  Sanata 

Dear  Senator  Bond: 

At  a  February  7,  1992,  hearing  before  the  Subconunittee  or. 
Legislative  Branch,  Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations,  you 
raised  a  number  of  concerns  about  our  January  27,  1992, 

report  entitled  water  Resources: Corns'  Management  of 

Qnaoing  Drought  in  the  Missouri  River  Basin  (GAO/RCED-92-4 )  . 
We  addressed  several  questions  you  raised  in  correspondence 
to  you  dated  February  11  and  12,  1992,  and  we  have  continued 
to  respond  to  additional  requests  for  information  from  your 
staff. 

On  March  2,  1992,  during  a  meeting  to  further  discuss  your 
concerns,  we  briefed  you  on  the  results  of  the  independent 
internal  review  conducted  by  my  Assistant  Comptroller 
General  for  Planning  and  Reporting,  who  waa  not  in  any  way 
involved  with  the  report.   Aa  we  informed  you  at  that  time, 
the  independent  review  focused  on  three  key  issues  about 
which  you  expressed  concern:   (1)  whether  the  methodology  we 
used  to  gather  and  present  all  relevant  Information 
pertinent  to  the  study's  objectives  was  appropriate,  (2) 
whether  we  appropriately  dealt  with  certain  legal  issues 
that  were  subject  to  ongoing  litigation,  and  (3)  whether  we 
complied  with  generally  accepted  government  auditing 
standards  concerning  obtaining  the  views  of  agency  officials 
and  reflecting  those  views  in  the  report.   The  independent 
review  confirmed  that  our  work  waa  dona  with  due 
professional  care  consistent  with  GAO  standards,  policies, 
and  procedures,  and  that  the  report  fairly  presents  the 
results  of  the  issues  reviewed. 

On  March  6,  1993,  after  your  staff  reviewed  workpapers  that 
they  had  requested,  they  questioned  our  use  of  the  12- 
mlllion-ton  estimate  of  the  amount  of  goods  that  would  be 
commercially  transported  on  the  river  annually.   While  this 
estimate  is  recognized  as  having  been  part  of  the 
justification  for  the  Missouri  River  reservoir  system  in 
1944,  your  staff  holds  the  view  that  the  report  should  have 
also  discussed  estimates  developed  in  the  1950s,  which 
projected  potential  traffic  on  the  Missouri  River  at  S 
million  tons  by  1980. 

While  we  agree  that  the  report  would  have  been  more  complete 
had  we  included  Information  concerning  the  later  traffic 
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estimates,  we  do  not  think  that  the  report  suffers  In  any 
significant  degree  froo  the  omission.   In  that  regard,  it  is 
important  to  keep  in  mind  the  essential  thrust  of  our 
report: 

—  The  Corps  acted  consistently  with  Its  drought  contingency 
plan  in  making  water  releases  in  1988,  1989,  and  1990; 
the  drought  and  the  Corps'  response  to  it  adversely 
affected  all  project  purposes  except  flood  control. 

—  The  drought  contingency  plan  does  not  reflect  current 
economic  conditions  in  the  Missouri  River  basin,  and  the 
Corps'  ongoing  study  of  its  operation  of  the  reservoir 
system  is  expected  to  address  this  issue. 

—  Federal  statutes  do  not  require  that  recreation  be  given 
lower  priority  than  other  project  purposes:   flood 
control,  navigation,  irrigation,  and  hydroelectric  power. 

--  The  Congress  should  consider  enacting  legislation 

requiring  the  Corps  to  establish  operating  priorities  for 
its  reservoir  projects  based  on  the  economic, 
environmental,  social,  and  other  benefits  of  all 
authorized  purposes. 

As  I  stated  in  my  February  11,  1992,  letter  to  you,  w« 
recognize  that  the  issue  of  how  the  Corps  sets  operating 
priorities  for  its  multipurpose  reservoir  projects  has  been 
and  will  continue  to  be  controversial.   Our  reporting  in 
this  instance  is  nevertheless  consistent  with  GAO's 
responsibilities  to  provide  the  Congress  with  information 
that  has  a  significant  bearing  on  this  issue. 

A  copy  of  this  latter  and  our  earlier  correspondence 
responding  to  your  questions  will  b«  released  S  days  after 
the  date  of  this  letter  to  the  requesters  of  the  report  and 
to  comaittees  and  subcomaittees  having  jurisdiction  over 
Corps  issues,  including  the  ranking  minority  members  of 
these  comaittees  and  subcommittees,  as  wall  as  to  other 
interested  parties. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Charles  A.  Bowsher 
Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States 
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U.S.  District  Court  for  Montana  dismissed  the  lawsuit  on  that  basis.   As  recently  £is 
an  October  11,  1993,  hearing  before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Environment  and 
Public  Works,  the  Corps  reiterated  its  commitment  to  give  recreation  the  same 
operating  priority  as  other  authorized  purposes,  which  is  fully  consistent  with  the 
conclusion  in  our  report. 

As  we  stated  in  our  February  11,  1992,  letter  to  Senator  Bond,  we  view  as  serious  his 
concerns  about  the  adequacy  of  the  methodology  that  we  used  in  arriving  at  our 
conclusion.   However,  as  we  informed  the  Senator  in  our  March  26,  1992,  letter,  an 
independent  review  by  one  of  our  senior  managers,  who  had  no  direct  involvement  in 
the  assignment,  confirmed  that  the  methodology  used  was  consistent  with  GAO 
standards,  policies,  and  procedures,  and  that  the  report  fairly  presents  the  results  of 
the  issues  reviewed. 

22)  At  the  hearing  on  October  26,  1993,  you  were  asked  about  the  growth  of 
GAO's  budget  from  less  than  $50  million  in  1965  to  more  than  $430  million 
today.   Please  provide  an  explanation  for  this  growth  in  terms  of  pay, 
benefits,  travel  and  other  categories  to  explain  why  the  budget  grew  at  a 
greater  rate  than  general  inflation. 

Although  there  are  many  reasons  why  GAO's  budget  increased  at  a  rate  greater  than 
the  general  level  of  inflation,  a  few  factors  explain  most  of  this  growth.  These  factors 
are  summarized  in  the  table  and  described  below. 

FY  1965  Change  FY  1993 

Personnel  compensation  $39,000,000  $274,000,000 

"Staffing/composition  +  35,000,000 

--Cost-of-hving  adjustments  +200,000,000 

Personnel  benefits  3,000,000          +  49,000,000  52,000,000 

Facilities  &  modernization  +  44,000,000  44,000,000 

ADP/Telecomm.  +  30,000,000  30,000,000 

Otheri'  5,000,000          +  30,000,000  35,000,000 

Total  $47,000,000         +388,000,000        $435,000,000 

-Includes  travel,  training,  printing,  postage,  contracts  and  supplies  . 

Although  GAO  has  not  grown  in  the  20  years  since  1974,  personnel  costs  account  for 
most  of  GAO's  budget  and  approximately  three  quarters  of  the  increase  since  1965. 
GAO's  stafTmg  level  did  grow  from  approximately  4,250  in  1965  to  roughly  5,000  in 
1974.   More  recently.  Congress  reduced  our  staffing  ceiling  to  4,900  in  fiscal  year 
1993,  and  4,800  in  fiscal  year  1994,  and  further  reductions  are  anticipated.   Another 
cost  growth  factor  was  an  increase  in  both  staff  skill  levels  and  the  variety  of 
professional  disciphnes  needed  to  respond  to  the  Congress.   This  began  in  the  1970s 
with  legislation  mandating  that  GAO  build  its  program  evaluation  capacity  and 
continued  into  the  1980s  as  the  Congress  asked  for  more  and  increasingly  complex 
studies.  When  combined,  the  above  factors  added  roughly  $35,000,000  to  GAO's 
compensation  costs. 
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The  most  significant  personnel  related  cost  increases  were  the  mandated  annual  cost 
of  Uving  pay  increases  granted  to  all  federal  workers  during  this  period.   The 
compoimd  effect  of  these  annual  increases  added  roughly  $200,000,000  to  GAO's 
direct  compensation  costs. 

Personnel  benefits,  which  are  closely  tied  to  direct  compensation,  were  also  heavily 
influenced  by  inflation  and  numerous  mandated  changes  in  benefits.   Health  benefit 
plans,  for  example,  increased  in  cost  at  more  than  twice  the  rate  of  general  inflation 
and  the  Federal  Employees'  Retirement  System  requires  much  higher  agency 
payments  than  did  the  older  retirement  system.  These  and  several  smaller  mandated 
benefit  increases  added  $49,000,000  to  GAO's  budget. 

In  1965  GSA  provided  federal  office  space  without  charge  to  agencies  including  GAO. 
In  1975  GSA  began  charging  rent  for  GAO's  office  space  in  Washington  and  our  field 
offices.   Thus  our  facilities  costs  (principally  rent)  grew  gradually  to  over  $32,000,000 
in  1988.   In  1989  Congress  transferred  control  of  the  GAO  headquarters  building  to 
GAO  along  with  the  funding  needed  for  utilities,  operations  and  maintenance. 
Because  the  building  required  asbestos  removal,  recent  budgets  have  also  included 
significant  one  time  renovation  costs,  including  rental  office  expenses  for  employees 
temporarily  relocated  into  commercial  office  space.   Together  these  expenses  increased 
our  facilities  and  modernization  budget  to  $44,000,000  in  1993.   Reductions  will  be 
possible  in  this  area,  once  the  asbestos  removal  is  completed. 

ADP  and  telecommunication  usage  were  very  modest  in  1965  but  at  $30,000,000  are  a 
major  operational  expense  today.  As  outlined  in  our  statement  these  advances  in 
information  technology  played  a  major  role  in  our  increased  productivity.   This  would 
likely  be  true  for  any  government  agency,  but  is  particvilarly  so  for  GAO  which  is 
primarily  in  the  information  business.   Smaller  items  such  as  travel,  training, 
printing,  postage,  contracts  and  supphes  have  likewise  been  impacted  by  inflation. 
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Comptroller  Genefal 
of  the  United  States 

WaaUngton.  D.C  20648 


December  23,  1993 

The  Honorable  John  Conyers,  Jr. 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Government  Operations 

House  of  Representatives 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

During  the  October  26,  1993  hearing  before  your  Committee,  Senator 
Christopher  S.  Bond  criticized  our  January  27,  1992,  report  Water  Resources: 
Management  of  Ongoing  Drought  in  the  Missouri  River  Basin  {GAO/RCED-92- 
4). 

Also,  Congressman  Jim  R.  Lightfoot  criticized  our  September  9,  1993,  report. 
Personnel  Practices:   Retroactive  Appointments  &  Pay  Adjustments  in  the 
Executive  Office  of  the  President  (GAO/GGD-93-148)  as  lacking  objectivity. 

It  is  important  that  the  record  reflect  the  fuU  story  of  these  reports.  To  that 
end,  I  am  enclosing,  for  insertion  into  the  hearing  record,  copies  of  our  letters 
of  February  11  and  12  and  March  26,  1992,  responding  to  Senator  Bond's 
charges.  Of  particular  relevance  is  the  fact  that  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and 
the  Department  of  Justice  agree  with  the  conclusions  reached  in  the  report. 

So  that  the  record  may  fully  reflect  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  issues 
raised  by  Congressman  Lightfoot  I  ask  that  the  enclosed  facts  of  the  matter  be 
included. 

We  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  question  you  may  have  in  these  matters. 

Sincerely, 

//' 


^l 


Charles  A  Bowsher 
Comptroller  Genersil 
of  the  United  States 

Enclosures 

cc:        Senator  Christopher  S.  Bond 

Representative  Jim  R.  Lightfoot 
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The  Coapmiler  Geaenl 
ofcftcUnitBd! 


February  11,  1992 


The  Honorable  Christopher  S.  Bond 
United  States  Senate 

Dear  Senator  Bond: 

At  a  February  7,  1992,  hearing  before  the  Subcommittee  on 
Legislative  Branch,  Senate  Committee  on  Appropriations,  we 
agreed  to  address  certain  questions  you  had  regarding  our 
January  27,  1992,  report  Water  Resources :   Corps '  Management 
of  Ongoing  Drought  in  the  Missouri  River  Basin  (GAO/RCED-92- 
4).   Specifically,  you  asked  us  to  (1)  explain  our  rationale 
for  issuing  this  report  when  an  issue  in  the  report  was 
pending  before  a  court,  (2)  identify  the  offices,  firms,  and 
individuals  we  contacted  in  Missouri  and  states  along  the 
lower  portion  of  the  Missouri  River,  (3)  provide  information 
we  considered  in  discussing  the  economic  impacts  of  t~ha 
drought  In  these  states,  (4)  provide  the  information  we  used 
for  the  estimate  of  tonnage  of  goods  commercially 
transported  on  the  Missouri  River  annually,  and  (S)  explain 
our  rationale  for  not  obtaining  official  agency  comments  on 
the  report. 

This  response  was  prepared  in  consultation  with  the  GAO 
officials  most  familiar  with  the  work  in  question  as  well  as 
with  some  senior  GAO  officials  who  were  not  directly 
involved,  and  It  reflects  the  beat  information  available  at 
this  time  on  the  issues  you  raised  at  last  Friday's 
appropriation  hearing.   In  view  of  the  seriousness  of  the 
concerns  you  and  others  have  expressed  about  the  manner  in 
which  this  work  was  performed  and  about  the  adequacy  of  our 
report,  I  have  directed  an  independent  review  of  the  issues 
by  one  of  my  senior  managers,  who  had  no  direct  involvement 
In  the  aailgnaent. 

B«£ore  responding  to  your  specific  questions,  I  would  like 
to  provide  some  background  on  the  objectives,  scope,  and 
methodology  of  our  study  to  put  our  work  and  findings  in 
proper  perspective.   Our  report  was  prepared  at  the  request 
of  the  Vice  Chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Water  and  Power, 
Senate  Committee  on  Energy  and  Natural  Resources,  and 
Representative  Byron  L.  Dorgan.   On  the  basis  of  the 
requesters'  letter  to  us  and  subsequent  discussions  with 
their  offices,  we  (1)  reviewed  whether  in  1988,  1989,  and 
1990  the  Corps  followed  a  drought  contingency  plan  and 
whether  the  plan  reduced  the  amount  of  water  released  and 
.(2)  identified  how  the  Corps  set  operating  priorities  Cor 
the  plan.   To  address  the  first  objective,  we  obtained  data 


421 


for  the  3-year  period  from  the  Corps'  Missouri  River 
Automated  Data  System  and  compared  the  release  rates  for  the 
period  with  the  range  of  average  release  rates  for  the  10- 
year  period  1978  to  1987.   We  also  obtained  information  on 
the  drought's  impact  on  all  the  Missouri  River  reservoir 
system's  authorized  purposes  by  interviewing  state  officials 
in  Montana,  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota,  Iowa,  Kansas,  and 
Missouri,  as  well  as  individuals  with  interests  in  the 
recreation  and  navigation  industries. 

To  address  the  objective  concerning  the  Corps'  operating 
priorities,  we  reviewed  Corps  policies  and  procedures  and 
the  Missouri  River  Division's  Master  Manual,  and  interviewed 
Corps  officials  responsible  for  operation  of  the  Missouri 
River  reservoir  system.   Our  work  on  this  objective  raised 
questions  about  the  appropriateness  of  the  Corps'  policy  of 
categorizing  authorized  project  purposes  as  either  primary 
or  secondary.   In  our  view,  a  full  and  independent 
assessment  of  the  objective  we  were  asked  to  address 
required  that  we  review  thoroughly  the  basis  for  the  Corps' 
policy.   Pursuing  those  issues  necessary  to  provide  such  an 
assessment  is  a  part  of  our  normal  operating  procedures. 

The  following  responds  to  your  specific  questions.    l 

Question  1;   What  is  GAO's  rationale  for  issuing  the  report 
when  an  issue  in  the  report  was  pending  before  a  court? 

Response:   When  anticipated  work  involves  issues  that  have 
progressed  into  litigation  or  are  being  considered  for 
litigation,  we  make  every  effort  to  understand  the 
implications  of  our  continued  involvement  in  the  issues  in 
reaching  a  decision  on  whether  or  not  to  continue  our  work. 
In  any  event,  we  recognize  that  the  information  in  our 
reports  on  issues  in  litigation  represent  only  our  views  on 
the  particular  issues,  and  that  ultimately,  only  the  court 
has  the  power  to  dispose  of  these  issues. 

In  this  particular  case,  the  lawsuit  was  filed  in  February 
1991,  more  than  1  year  after  we  began  our  work.   By  then,  we 
had  done  extensive  work  on  the  Corps'  practice  of 
categorizing  project  purposes  as  primary  or  secondary,  and 
had  determined  that  the  Corps  had  esteiblished  an  operating 
policy  requiring  this  practice  for  ail  of  its  reservoir 
projects  nationwide.   In  this  regard,  the  Corps  was  in  the 
process  of  revising  its  Master  Manual  for  the  Missouri  River 
reservoir  system,  and  expected  to  follow  this  policy  absent 
any  further  direction  from  the  Congress.   We  believed  that 
our  report  would  be  of  use  to  the  Congress  by  providing  a 
full  discussion  of  the  issues  and  would  offer  the  Congress 
the  opportunity  to  provide  further  guidance  to  the  Corps  on 
the  appropriateness  of  its  policy  of  categorizing  authorized 
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project  purposes  as  primary  or  secondary  should  the  Congress 
so  desire. 

Question  2:   What  offices,  firms,  and  individuals  did  we 
contact  in  Missouri  and  states  along  the  lower  portion  of 
the  Missouri  River? 

Response :   We  held  interviews  with  parties  in  Missouri, 
Iowa,  and  Kansas.   Nebraska  declined  our  request  for 
interviews  on  the  advice  of  legal  counsel.   The  results  of 
these  contacts  are  discussed  on  pages  22  to  28  of  our 
report.   In  Missouri,  we  held  interviews  with  the  Missouri 
Division  of  Tourism,  Department  of  Conservation,  and 
Department  of  Transportation.   We  also  talked  with  officials 
from  two  barge  operating  companies  and  the  River  Industry 
Executive  Task  Force  in  St.  Louis.   The  Missouri  Attorney 
General's  office  decided  not  to  meet  with  us  on  the  basis 
that  it  would  not  be  able  to  provide  more  information  than 
other  State  of  Missouri  departments  had  provided  to  us.   A 
list  of  our  contacts  in  the  three  states  is  enclosed.   We 
also  made  similar  contacts  in  Montana,  North  Dakota,  and 
South  Dakota  and  would  be  glad  to  provide  a  list  of  these 
contacts  if  desired.  ^ 

Question  3;   What  information  did  we  consider  in  determining 
the  economic  impacts  of  the  drought  in  these  states? 

Response;   It  was  not  a  principal  purpose  of  our  work  to 
determine  what  the  economic  impacts  of  the  drought  were  on 
individual  states  or  how  changes  in  operating  priorities 
would  affect  various  states.   As  we  discussed  in  the  report, 
however,  our  work  clearly  showed  that  the  drought  had 
adverse  impacts  on  all  project  purposes  except  flood 
control. 

In  carrying  out  our  work,  we  asked  the  individuals  and 
entities  we  contacted  to  provide  us  with  studies  on  drought 
impacts.   They  could  not  provide  any  studies  on  the  overall 
impact  of  the  drought  on  the  Missouri  River  Basin.   They 
did,  however,  provide  other  studies,  which  we  considered  in 
preparing  our  report.   For  example,  we  used  a  November  19  90 
study  entitled  Impact  of  Reduced  Missouri  River  Waterflow  on 
Inland  Baroe  Transportation.   From  that  study,  we  calculated 
th«  eatimated  gross  revenues  for  barge  companies  for  1988, 
described  on  page  30  of  our  report. 

The  particular  study  you  mentioned  at  the  hearing  regarding 
the  impact  on  Missouri  agriculture  of  reduced  waterflow  on 
the  Missouri  River,  dated  June  1991,  was  brought  to  our 
attention  by  the  Corps  during  an  exit  conference  for  this 
review  in  November  1991.   The  report  eatimated  the  projected 
impact  on  net  farm  income  in  Missouri  from  a  complete  loss 
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of  navigation  on  the  Missouri  River.  We  did  not  include 
this  study  in  our  report  because  the  scope  of  our  work  was 
limited  to  the  drought's  impacts  in  1988,  1989,  and  1990 
rather  than  impacts  in  the  future.  We  believe,  however, 
that  this  information  should  be  used  by  the  Corps  in  its 
ongoing  update  of  the  Master  Manual. 

In  this  regard,  we  concluded  that  the  Corps  should  be 
setting  operating  priorities  on  the  basis  of  its  review  of 
the  economic,  environmental,  social,  and  other  benefits  to 
be  derived  from  all  authorized  purposes.   As  discussed 
above,  the  Corps  is  now  preparing  an  update  of  its  Master 
Manual  and  plans  to  complete  the  study  in  early  1993. 

Question  4;   What  information  did  we  use  to  estimate  the 
tonnage  of  goods  commercially  transported  on  the  Missouri 
River  annually? 

Response;   At  the  hearing,  you  mentioned  that  the  Corps  had 
estimated  in  1950  that  the  tonnage  would  be  4  million  or  5 
million  tons  annually,  rather  than  the  12  million  tons 
discussed  in  our  report.   The  12  million  tonnage  figure  we 
used  in  our  report  was  contained  in  documents  the  Corpa 4 
supplied  to  the  Congress  as  part  of  its  justification  :f6T 
the  Missouri  River  Basin  system  which  the  Congress  approved 
in  1944.   The  Corps'  Chief  of  Engineers  said  the  assumptions 
included  in  these  docxunents  were  inherent  in  the  Master 
Manual  and  the  Corps'  operation  of  the  Missouri  River 
reservoir  system.   In  this  regard,  the  principal  point  we 
make  in  our  report  is  that  the  Corps'  assumptions  about  the 
demand  for  water,  including  its  assumptions  about  the 
tonnage  of  goods  transported  annually  on  the  Missouri  River, 
are  no  longer  valid.   As  stated  in  our  report,  the 
commercial  transportation  of  goods  peaked  in  1977  at  3.3 
million  tons  and  had  declined  to  2.2  million  tons  in  1988. 

Regarding  the  4  million  to  5  million  tonnage  figure  you  used 
at  the  hearing/' our  inquiries  of  Corps  officials  since  the 
hearing  reveal  the  existence  of  a  Corps  document  prepared  in 
1950,  but  not  furnished  to  us  in  our  review,  which  estimated 
that  conmercial  tonnage  could  reach  5  million  tons  by  1980. 
As  stated  above,  however,  tonnage  never  reached  that  level. 

Question  5t   What  is  GAO's  rationale  for  not  obtaining 
official  agency  comments  on  the  report? 

Response;   It  is  our  general  policy  to  provide  agencies  and 
other  affected  parties  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
facts  disclosed  by  our  work  and  the  implications  that  flow 
from  them.   However,  if  a  congressional  requester 
specifically  asks  that  we  issue  a  product  without  obtaining 
comments,  then  we  honor  the  request.   Even  when  we  do  not 
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obtain  official  agency  comments,  we  hold  exit  conferences 
with  agency  officials  to  provide  assurance  on  the 
correctness  of  the  information  contained  in  our  products. 

The  requesters  for  this  particular  review  asked  that  we  not 
obtain  official  agency  comments,  and  we  complied  with  their 
wishes.   However,  before  we  finalized  our  report,  we 
followed  our  standard  audit  practice  of  holding  exit 
conferences  with  Corps  officials  in  the  Missouri  River 
Division  in  Omaha,  Nebraska,  and  at  Washington  headquarters 
to  obtain  their  agreement  as  to  the  accuracy  of  the 
information  contained  in  our  report.   As  stated  in  our 
report,  while  the  officials  generally  agreed  with  the  facts, 
they  did  not  agree  with  our  view  regarding  a  change  in 
operating  priority  for  recreation  without  congressional 
approval.   Because  of  the  pending  litigation,  we  also 
discussed  the  report  with  a  representative  of  the  Justice 
Department  involved  in  the  litigation. 


In  summary,  we  recognize  that  the  issue  of  how  the  Corps 
sets  operating  priorities  for  its  multipurpose  reservoir 
projects  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  controversial. 
The  report  reflects  our  expectation  that  the  Corps  will  not 
change  its  policy  absent  congressional  direction. 
Therefore,  the  matter  is  ultimately  a  policy  decision  for 
the  Congress  regarding  the  desirability  of  changes  designed 
to  maximize  the  benefits  of  all  authorized  purposes  of  the 
Missouri  River  reservoir  system  as  well  as  other  Corps  water 
projects  nationwide. 

We  hope  that  the  information  provided  in  this  letter  helps 
to  clarify  the  questions  you  raised  during  the  hearing  about 
our  report  on  the  Corps'  management  of  the  Missouri  River 
reservoir  system.   I  would  be  pleased  to  meet  with  you  to 
discuss  the  results  of  our  independent  review  of  the  issues 
as  soon  as  it  is  completed  along  with  any  other  concerns  you 
may  have.   A  copy  of  this  letter  is  being  provided  to  the 
Subcommittee  Chairman  for  inclusion  in  the  hearing  record. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Charles  A.  Bowsher 
Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States 


Enclosure 
5 
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ENCLOSURE  ENCLOSURE 


STATE  OFFICES.  FIRMS.  AND  INDIVIDUALS 

CONTACTED  BY  GAP 

IP   MT«;SQURI.  IOWA.  AND  KANSAS 


MISSOURI 


Division  of  Tourism 

Department  of  Conservation 

Department  of  Transportation 

Blaslce  Marine,  St.  Louis 

Phoenix  Towing,  St.  Louis 

Chairtnan,  River  Industry  Executive  Task  Force,  St.  Louis 


IOWA 


Governor's  Chief  of  Staff 

Office  of  the  Attorney  General 

Department  of  Transportation 

Department  of  Tourism 

Utilities  Board 

Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Transportation  Professor,  Iowa  State  University 


KANSAS 


Department  of  Wildlife  and  Parks 

Water  Office 


NEBRASKA 


Scheduled  interviews  with  the  Game  and  Parks  Comfflission  and 
the  Department  of  Water  Resources  were  canceled  on  advice  of 
counsel  for  the  State. 
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GAO 


United  ScatM 

G«nermi  Accoandng  OtRce 

Wuhiafton.  DC.  20S48 


Reaoorccs,  Comm  unity,  uxl 
Eeonomic  Development  Division 


February  12,  1992 


The  Honorable  Christopher  S.  Bond 
United  States  Senate 

Dear  Senator  Bond: 

As  you  requested  on  February  11,  1992,  we  are  providing  the 
names  of  the  Individuals  we  contacted  In  Missouri,  Montana, 
North  Dakota,  and  South  Dalcota.   We  have  also  listed  their 
titles,  the  location(s)  of  the  contact(s),  and  the  data.(s) 
we  contacted  them. 

So  that  you  can  have  infonnation  on  all  the  states  we 
visited,  we  have  also  Included  the  sane  information  for  the 
individuals  we  spoke  with  in  Iowa  and  Kansas. 

If  you  have  any  questions  about  this  infonnation,  please 
call  Janes  Ouffus  III,  Director,  Natural  Resources 
Management  Issues,  on  (202)  275-7756.   We  are  providing  a 
copy  of  this  letter,  with  the  enclosure,  to  the  Chairman, 
Subcommittee  on  Legislative  Branch,  Senate  Comnittee  on 
Appropriations,  for  inclusion  in  the  hearing  record. 

Sincerely  yours. 


J.  Dexter  Peach 

Assistant  Comptroller 'General 

Enclosure 
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ENCLOSLRE 


ENCLOSURE 


MISSOURI 


Entity 

Name  of  Conuct 

Title 

Locatioo  of 
Coatact 

Datefs)  nf 
Conuct 

Division  of 
Tounsm 

Ms.  Marjorie  Beender 
Mr.  Dean  Brooks 

Director 

Media  Coordinator 

Jefferson  City. 
Missouri 

Jefferson  City. 
Missouri 

9/2&90 
9/28/90 

Depanment  of 
Conservation 

Mr.  Norman  P.  Stucky 

Environmental 
Coordinator 

Jefferson  City, 
Missouri 

9/28;9<)        1 

Highway  and 

1  Transportation 

Depanment 

Mr.  Wait  Vanderlicht 
Mr.  Mel  Sundenneyer 

Mr.  Jack  Hynes 

Assistant  Chief 
Engineer 

Director  of 
Transportation. 
Aviation-Railroad- 
Transit- Waterways 

Administrator  for 
Railroad  and 
Waterways 

Jefferson  City, 
Missouri 

Jefferson  City, 
Missouri 

Jefferson  City, 
Missouri 

11/190 
ll/r90 

n/zvo 

Blaske  Marine 

Mr.  Roger  H.  Blaske 

President,  Blaske 
Marine,  Inc. 

(via  telephone) 
Alton.  Illinois' 

8/16/90 
10/30/90      1 

Phoenix 
Towing  Corp. 

Mr.  Donald  C. 
Huffman 

Executive  Vice- 
President,  Phoenix 
Towing  Company 

Clayton,  Missouri* 

10/30/90 

River  Industry 
Executive  Task 
Force 

Mr.  Norb  Whitiock 

Chainnan,  River 
Industry  Executive 
Task  Force:  Senior 
Vice  President  of 
the  American 
Commercial  Barge 
Line  Company 

St.  Louis,  Missouri 

11/01,90 

'Both  locations  are  within  the  greater  metropolitan  St.  Louis,  Missouri  area. 
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ENCLOSLRE 


MONTANA 


Entity 

Name  of  Conuct 

Title 

Location  of 
Contact 

Date(s)  of 
Contact 

Department  ot 
Fish.  Wildlife, 
and  Parks 

Mr.  Don  Hyyppa 

Special  Assistant  to 
the  Director  for 
Recreation 

Helena.  Montana 

9/ 18/90 

Department  of 
Highways 

Mr.  Thomas  Barnard 

Chief  Engineer. 

Engineering 

Division 

Helena,  Montana 

9/18/90 

Depanment  of 

Natural 
1  Resources  and 
1  Conservation 

Ms.  Karen  Barclay 
Mr.  Gerhard  Knudsen 

Mr.  Greg  Ames 

Director 

Supervisor.  Water 
Planning  Section 

Supervisor, 

Hydrosciences 

Section 

Helena,  Montana 
Helena,  Montana 

Helena,  Montana 

9/18,90 
9/18/90 

9/18/90 

Depanment  of 
Commerce 

Ms.  Sandra  Guedes 

Director  of  Tourism 

Helena,  Montana 

9/17/90 

1  Montana 
1  Water 
i  Resources 
1  Association 

Ms.  Jo  Brunner 

Executive  Secretary 

(via  telephone) 

9/18/90 

1  Western  Area 
Power 
Administration 

Mr.  Steven  F. 
Schweitzer 

Mr.  Bob  Riehl 

Deputy  Area 
Manager,  Billings 
Area  Office 

Public  Utilities 
Specialist,  Office  of 
Power  Marketing, 
Billings  Area  Office 

Billings,  Montana 
(via  telephone) 
Billings,  Montana 
(via  telephone) 

9/17/90 
5/31/91 
9/17/'90 
6/24/91 
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ENCLOSLRE 


NORTH  DAKOTA 


Entity 

Name  of  Contact 

Title 

Location  of 
Contact 

Date(si  of 
Contact 

State  Attorney 

Generals 

Office 

Mr.  Pat  Stevens 

Attorney 

Bismarck.  Nonh 
Dakota 

6/29/90 

State  Water 
Commission 

Mr.  Dave 
Sprynczynatyk 

Mr.  Todd  Sando 
Mr.  Craig  Odenbach 

State  Engineer 

Chief,  Investigations 
Section 

Water  Resource 
Engineer 

Bismarck,  North 
Dakota 

Bismarck,  North 
Dakota 

Bismarck,  North 
Dakota 

6/26/90 
6/26/90 
6/29/90 

Game  and  Fish 
Department 

Mr.  Lloyd  Jones 

Director 

Bismarck.  Nonh 
Dakota 

6/25/90 

Parks  and 

Recreation 

Department 

Mr.  Doug  Eiken 

Director 

Bismarck.  North 
Dakota 

6/26/90 

Tourism 
Division 

Mr.  Tracy  Potter 

Assistant  Director 

Bismarck,  North 
Dakota 

6/26/90 

City  Auditor, 
Parshall 

Mr.  Loren  Hoffinan 

City  Auditor 

Parshall,  North 
Dakota 

6/28/90 

Emmons 
County  Water 
Resources 
Board 

Mr.  Glenn  McCrory 

Board  Member  and 
Private  Irrigator 

Bismarck.  Nonh 
Dakota 

6/29/90 
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ENCLOSURE 


SOUTH  DAKOTA 

Locatioa  of 

Dateisi  of 

Entity 

Name  of  Contact 

TiUe 

Contact 

Contact 

Atiomev 

Mr.  John  Guhin 

Assistant  Attorney 

Pierre.  South 

7/17/90 

General's 

General 

Dakota 

Office 

Game,  Fish. 

Mr.  Doug  Hofer 

Director. 

Pierre,  South 

7/18/90 

and  Parks 

Depanment  of 
Parks  and 
Recreation 

Dakota 

Mr.  John  Kirk 

Inter-agency 
Coordinator 

Pierre,  South 
Dakota 

7/18/90 

Mr.  Dennis  Unkenholz 

Missouri  River 
Fisheries 
Coordinator, 
Wildlife  Division 

Pierre,  South 
Dakota 

7/18/90 

Mr.  Robert  Hanten 

Fishenes  Staff 
Specialist 

Pierre,  South 
Dakota 

7/18/90 

Department  of 

Ms.  Dee  Dee  Raap 

Operations 

Pierre,  South 

7/16/90 

Tourism 

Manager 

Dakota 

Depanment  of 

Mr.  Mark  E.  Steichen 

Direaor,  Division 

Pierre,  South 

7/17/'90 

Water  and 

of  Water  Resources 

Dakota 

Natural 

Management 

Resources 

Mr.  Greg  Powell 

Natural  Resources 

Pierre,  South 

7/17/90 

Engineer,  Division 
of  Water  Resources 
Management 

Dakota 

Mr.  Delvin  D.  Brosz 

Hydrologist- 
Engineer,  Division 
of  Water  Rights 

Pierre,  South 
Dakota 

7/17/90 

South  Dakota 

Mr.  Ron  Holsteen 

Executive  Director 

Pierre,  South 

7/16/90 

Rural  Electric 

Dakota 

Association 

South  Dakota 

Ms.  Ellen  Lee 

Executive  Director, 

Pierre,  South 

7/18/90 

Chamber  of 

Pierre  Area  Office 

Dakota 

\  Commerce 
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ENCLOSURE 


ENCLOSURE 


IOWA 


Entity 

Name  of  Conuct 

Title 

Locatioo  of 
Contact 

Date(s)  of 
Coouct 

Governor's 
Chief  ot  Statt 

Mr.  Allen  Thorns 

Chief  of  Staff 

Des  Moines,  Iowa 

9/17/90 

Otfice  ot  the 

Attorney 

General 

Ms.  Eliza  Ovrom 
Mr.  Mike  Smith 

Assistant  Attorney 
General 

Assistant  Attorney 
General 

Des  Moines.  Iowa 
Des  Moines.  Iowa 

9/17,90        1 
11/15/90 

Depanment  of 
Trans  ponation 

Ms.  Shirley  Andre 
Mr.  James  HaU 

Dircaor,  Bureau  of 
Policy  and 
[nformation 

Policy  Analyst, 
Bureau  of  Policy 
and  Information 

Des  Moines,  Iowa 
Des  Moines,  Iowa 

11/15,90 
11/15/90 

Utilities  Board 

Mr.  William  H.  Smith. 
Jr. 

Director 

Des  Moines,  Iowa 

9/17/90 
11/15/90 

Department  of 

Natural 

Resources 

Mr.  J.  Edward  Brown 

Water  Coordinator 

Des  Moines,  Iowa 

9/17/90 
11/15/90 

Transportation 
Professor 

Dr.  Phillip  Baumel 

Professor 

Iowa  State 
University,  Ames, 
Iowa 

11/14,90 

/ 
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ENCLOSURE 


KANSAS 


Entity 

Name  of  Coauct 

Title 

Location  of 
Contact 

Date(s)  of 
Conuct 

Department  of 
Wildlife  arnJ 
Parks 

Mr.  Roben  L  Meinen 
Mr.  Steve  Adams 

Secretary  of  the 
Department 

Aquatic  Ecologist 

Topeica,  Kansas 
Topeka,  Kansas 

9/7/90 
9/7/90 

Water  Ortice 

Mr.  Thomas  C.  Stiles 
.Mr.  Joseph  F.  Harkins 

Water  Resource 
Manager 

Director 

Topeka,  Kansas 
Topeka,  Kansas 

9/7/90 

9/7/90 
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CoaptnUer  Gencnl 
ortteUaitcdStatM 


March  26,    1992 


Th«  Honorable  Chrlstophac  S.  Bond 
Unitad  Stataa  Sanata 

Oaar  Sanator  Bond: 

At  a  Fabruary  7,  1992,  haaring  bafora  tha  Subcofflmlttea  or. 
Lagialatlva  Branch,  Sanata  Cooaiittaa  on  Appropriations,  you 
ralsad  a  nuabar  of  concams  about  our  January  27,  1992, 
report  entitled  Water  Reaoureea;   Corpg •  Management  of 
Onoolno  Drouaht  In  the  Missouri  Rlvr  a^gin  (aAO/RCEO-92-4)  . 
We  addressed  several  queatlons  you  ralaed  In  correspondence 
to  you  dated  February  11  and  12,  1992,  and  we  have  continued 
to  respond  to  additional  requests  for  Information  from  your 
staff. 

On  March  2,  1992,  during  a  meeting  to  further  discuss  your 
concams,  we  briefed  you  on  tha  results  of  the  Independent 
internal  review  conducted  by  my  Assistant  Comptroller 
General  for  Planning  and  Reporting,  who  was  not  In  any  way 
Involved  with  the  report.   Aa  we  informed  you  at  that  time, 
the  independent  review  focused  on  three  key  issues  about 
which  you  expressed  concern:   (I)  whether  the  methodology  we 
used  to  gather  and  present  all  relevant  information 
pertinent  to  the  study's  objectives  was  appropriate,  (2) 
whether  we  appropriately  dealt  with  certain  legal  issues 
that  were  subject  to  ongoing  litigation,  and  (3)  whether  we 
complied  with  generally  accepted  government  auditing 
standard*  concerning  obtaining  tha  views  of  agency  officials 
and  reflecting  thoae  viewa  in  tha  report.  The  Independent 
review  confirsMd  that  our  work  was  dona  with  due 
profeasional  care  consistent  with  OAO  standards,  policies, 
and  procedozas,  and  that  the  report  fairly  preaents  the 
reauita  oC  tb*  Issues  reviewed. 

On  March  6,  1992,  after  your  staff  reviewed  workpapers  that 
they  had  requested,  they  questioned  our  use  of  the  12- 
■illion-ton  eatimata  of  the  amount  of  goods  that  would  be 
commercialiy  transported  on  the  river  annually,  while  this 
eatimate  is  recognized  as  having  been  part  of  the 
J-!^^'^"*^*"*  '"  ^***  Missouri  River  reservoir  system  in 
1944,  your  staff  holda  the  view  that  the  report  should  have 
also  discussed  estimates  developed  in  the  1950s,  which 
projected  potential  traffic  on  the  Missouri  River  at  S 
■illion  tona  by  1980. 

While  we  agree  that  the  report  would  have  been  more  compleca 
had  we  included  information  concerning  tha  later  traffic 


434 


estimates,  we  do  not  think  that  the  report  suffers  in  any 
significant  degree  from  the  omission.   In  that  regard,  it  is 
important  to  keep  in  mind  the  essential  thrust  of  our 
report : 

—  The  Corps  acted  consistently  with  its  drought  contingency 
plan  in  making  water  releases  in  1988,  1989,  and  1990; 
the  drought  and  the  Corps'  response  to  it  adversely 
affected  all  project  purposes  except  flood  control. 

—  The  drought  contingency  plan  does  not  reflect  current 
economic  conditions  in  the  Missouri  River  basin,  and  the 
Corps'  ongoing  study  of  its  operation  of  the  reservoir 
system  is  expected  to  address  this  issue. 

—  Federal  statutes  do  not  require  that  recreation  be  given 
lower  priority  than  other  project  purposes:   flood 
control,  navigation,  irrigation,  and  hydroelectric  power. 

--  The  Congress  should  consider  enacting  legislation 

requiring  the  Corps  to  establish  operating  priorit:?s  Cor 
its  reservoir  projects  based  on  the  economic, 
environmental,  social,  and  other  benefits  of  all 
authorized  purposes. 

As  I  stated  in  my  February  11,  1992,  letter  to  you,  we 
recognize  that  the  issue  of  how  the  Corps  sets  operating 
priorities  for  its  multipurpose  reservoir  projects  has  been 
and  will  continue  to  be  controversial.  Our  reporting  in 
this  instance  is  nevertheless  consistent  with  GAO's 
responsibilities  to  provide  the  Congress  with  information 
that  has  a  significant  bearing  on  this  Issue. 

A  copy  of  this  letter  and  our  earlier  correspondence 
responding  to  your  questions  will  be  released  S  days  after 
the  date  of  this  letter  to  the  requesters  of  the  report  and 
to  committees  and  subcommittees  having  jurisdiction  over 
Corps  issues.  Including  the  ranking  minority  members  of 
these  committees  and  subcommittees,  as  well  as  to  other 
interested  psrties. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Charles  A.  Bowsher 
Comptroller  General 
of  the  United  States 
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Background  Information  Concerning  GAO's  Report, 
Personnel  Practices:  Retroactive  Appointments  and 
Pay  Adjustments  in  the  Executive  Office  of  the  President 
(GAO/GGD-93-148)  (September  9,  1993) 

Congressman  Lightfoot's  criticism  of  our  September  9  report  concerns  its  treatment  of 
retroactive  pay  increases  granted  to  eight  White  House  employees.   These  eight 
individuals  were  hired  under  the  President's  authority  in  section  105  of  title  3,  United 
States  Code,  to  appoint  and  fix  the  pay  of  certain  employees  "without  regard  to  any  other 
provision  of  law  regulating  the  employment  or  compensation  of  persons  in  the 
Government  service." 

The  report  responded  to  an  April  22,  1993  request  of  the  three  minority  members  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Treasviry,  Postal  Service  and  General  Government,  House  Committee  on 
Appropriations,  to  look  at  the  propriety  of  retroactive  personnel  appointments  and  salary 
adjustments  by  the  White  House  during  the  period  immediately  following  the 
inauguration  of  President  Clinton.   We  did  our  audit  work  from  April  through  August 
1993,  developing  information  about  the  nature  of  the  retroactive  adjustments  and  the 
reasons  for  them. 

By  late  August  we  had  prepared  a  preliminary  and  informal  version  of  the  report  that 
was  delivered  to  White  House  officials  on  August  27  and  discussed  with  them  on 
September  1.  This  draft  described  the  eight  retroactive  increases  as  "questionable"  and 
observed: 

"[I]t  is  our  view  that,  while  [3  U.S.C.  §  105]  may  be  viewed  as  allowing  reasonable 
retroactive  adjustments  that  are  appropriately  justified,  they  do  not  give  the 
President  imfettered  discretion  to  pay  an  individual  for  services  not  performed  or  to 
retroactively  increase  or  decrease  an  employee's  pay  without  good  reason.  Some 
rational  limitation  should  be  applied." 

This  version  included  a  recommendation  that  the  Congress  amend  title  3  to  clarify  the 
President's  authority  regarding  retroactive  pay  adjustments. 

The  draft  submitted  to  the  White  House  for  formal  comment  on  September  3  as  well  as 
the  final  version  of  the  report  observed  that  the  eight  retroactive  adjustments  were 
proper.   Both  of  these  versions  reiterated  our  concern  that  the  President's  authority  imder 
title  3  might  be  broader  than  envisioned  by  Congress  and  our  recommendation  that 
Congress  might  wish  to  amend  the  law  to  provide  greater  specificity. 

Congressman  Lightfoot  has  criticized  the  objectivity  of  our  report  and  suggested  that  we 
changed  our  position  as  to  the  legality  of  the  eight  retroactive  pay  incresises  based  on 
"pressure"  from  the  White  House. 

In  response  to  this  criticism,  we  would  first  point  out  that,  given  the  President's  sweeping 
authority  to  adjust  the  pay  of  title  3  employees  under  the  plain  terms  of  the  statutory 
language,  our  conclusion  that  the  retroactive  increases  were  legal  clearly  is  correct. 
Indeed,  even  the  critics  of  our  report  have  not  taken  exception  to  this  conclusion. 
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Neither  the  informal  version  nor  any  later  version  of  our  report  challenged  the  legality  of 
the  retroactive  pay  adjustments.   Rather,  our  questions  about  the  retroactive  adjustments 
centered  on  the  reasons  for  the  eight  specific  adjustments,  and,  more  generally  whether 
Congress  meant  to  vest  the  President  with  virtually  unlimited  authority  over  the  pay  of 
title  3  employees. 

The  changes  in  the  different  versions  of  the  report  were  not  made  in  response  to 
comments  or  pressure  from  White  House  officials  or  any  other  persons.   These  changes 
merely  refined  the  basic  messages  of  the  report,  which  remained  the  same  tiiroughout  the 
process:  (1)  that  title  3  grants  the  President  very  broad  authority  with  respect  to  the  pay 
of  employees  appointed  under  it;  (2)  that  such  authority  should  not  be  used  in 
unreasonable  or  abusive  ways;  and  (3)  that  Congress  may  wish  to  clarify  the  intended 
scope  of  this  authority. 

As  to  the  eight  specific  retroactive  increases,  we  were  satisfied  based  on  information 
supplied  by  the  White  House  that  the  increases  were  not  unreasonable  or  abusive.   The 
increases  were  based  on  services  performed,  were  relatively  modest  (ranging  from  $58  to 
$1,844),  and  most  were  taken  to  follow  through  on  prior  commitments  to  raise  the  pay  of 
the  employees  after  they  had  worked  for  a  specified  period  of  time.  As  to  the  scope  of  the 
President's  authority  under  title  3,  we  consistently  expressed  the  view  that  Congress 
should  consider  whether  the  statute  needs  to  be  amended  to  provide  some  clarification. 
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